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PREFACE 


Time,  whieh  enlarges  the  patrimony  of  the  law,  in  order  to 
collate  and  present  the  many  recent  important  deciaionB  which 
have  greatly  enriched  the  Law  of  Real  Estate  Agency,  calls 
for  a  second  edition  of  this  work«  These,  while  not  changing 
the  principles,  add  many  interesting  phases.  In  addition. 
Forms  for  Listing,  Brokerage,  and  other  Contracts  are 
appended. 

Aside  from  the  codes  and  practice  in  some  of  the  states,  a 
fair  uniformity  in  applying  the  law  exists.  On  account  of 
the  unanimity  of  the  decisions  on  the  questions  of  the  pro- 
curing cause  of  the  sale  or  the  finding  of  a  purchaser,  such 
cases  have  not  been  incorporated,  except  where  they  occurred 
in  states  not  already  represented  or  presented  well  defined 
instances,  especially  where  several  brokers  contended,  and 
however  praiseworthy  may  have  been  the  unrequited  labors  of 
the  others  who  contributed  to  bring  about  the  result,  never- 
theless the  court  or  jury,  under  proper  instructions,  was 
required  to  cut  the  Oordian  knot  and  award  the  verdict  to 
the  one  deemed,  taking  all  the  circumstances  into  thoughtful 
consideration  to  be  the  actual  procuring  cause  of  the  sale  or 
the  finding  of  a  purchaser. 

Part  V,  ''Pleadings,  Practice  and  Judicial  Instructions  and 
Interpretations,"  has  been  very  materially  strengthened.  These 
illustrations  merit  careful  scrutiny,  for  many  promising  actions 
have  been  lost  and  many  meritorious  defenses  have  failed  to 
be  availed  of  because  of  errors  of  omission  or  commission. 

<!][he  aim  has  been  to  make  this  preeminently  a  book  of 
practice,  abounding  in  illustrative  cases,  to  furnish  precedents 
applicable  to  the  lawyer's  as  well  as  the  real  estate  agent's 

needs.   While  not  underrating  the  value  of  general  well-defined 
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principles,  the  overwhelming  importance  of  clearly  reasoned 
decisions  on  the  particular  point  involved  can  not  be  gainsaid. 
It  takes  cases  to  win  cases,  and  what  surpasses  the  value  of 
forcible  decisions  wholly  or  nearly  on  all-fours  with  the  facts 
in  the  case  at  bar  T 

Forms  are  largely  advisory,  and  these  given  will  serve  as 
suggestive  aids  in  the  preparation  of  contracts  as  occasion  re- 
quires. 

Appreciating  the  generous  reception  of  the  first,  may  we 
hope  that  this  greatly  enlarged  second  edition  may  merit  even 
greater  approval. 

WILLIAM    SLEE   WALKER. 
Cincinnati,  May,  1922. 
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Sw.  1.    Who  are  capable  of  becoming  principals  and  agents. 

— In  general,  it  may  be  said  that  every  person  is  capable  of  be- 
ooming a  principal  or  an  agent.    Mechem  on  Ag.,  Sec.  43. 


Sec.  2.    Power  of  delegating  authcnity. 

Prmcipals  are  capable  of  delegating  authority  to  others  to  act 

in  their  behalf  and  for  their  interests.    In  general,  whenever  a 

person  has  power  to  do  a  thing  he  may  do  it  by  an  agent,  and 

every  person  of  full  age,  free  from  disabilities,  has  complete 

capacity  for  this  purpose;  but  infants,  in  some  States — ^to  some 

extent — ^married  women,  idiots,  lunatics,  and  other  persons  not 

9ui  juris,  are  either  wholly  or  partially  incapable  of  appointing 

agents.    An  infant  may  authorize  another  to  do  an  act  which  is 

for  his  benefit,  but  he  can  not  authorize  him  to  do  an  act  which 

is  to  his  prejudice.    Story  on  Agency,  Sec.  6 ;  Mechem  on  Agency, 

Sees.  18, 43,  47,  54,  56. 

1 


•  •    • 
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Sec.  3.    Inherent  power  of  becoming  agents. 

Almost  all  persons  are'  capable  of  becoming  agents.  It  is  not 
necessary  for  a  person  *4J^  be  sui  juris,  or  capable  of  acting  in  his 
own  right,  in  order*^*<itialify  himself  to  act  for  others.  Story  on 
Agency,  Seo.  y  VJVIeflehem  on  Agency,  Sec.  57. 

Sec.  3a.  %  ]ly^t  distinguished  from  broker. 
•       •  • 

•."On^.who  is  given  power  to  examine  property  and  determine 

/  ..V]wther  a  trade  for  other  property  should  be  made,  and  who 

:*is  not  employed  simply  to  bring  the  parties  together,  is  an 

agent  and  not  a  broker.    Huss  v.  Ford,  197  111.  App.  199. 

In  practice,  the  distinction  drawn  has  disappeared.    When 

employed  strictly  to  find  a  purchaser,  to  bring  the  parties 

together,  and  to  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  negotiations,  the 

agent  or  broker  is,  while  so  employed,  a  mere  middleman. 

Seo.  4.    Certain  acts  are  pencmal  in  their  nature^  and  the  au- 
thority confided  can  not  be  sub-delegated. 

In  general,  what  a  person  sui  juris  may  do  himself,  he  may 
delegate  authority  to  another  to  do  for  him ;  yet  there  are  excep- 
tions ;  thus,  although  a  person  may  do  an  unlawful  act,  it  is  clear 
that  he  can  not  delegate  authority  to  another  person  to  do  it ;  for 
it  is  against  the  policy  of  the  law  to  allow  any  such  authority, 
and  therefore  the  appointment  is  utterly  void ;  it  imports  neither 
duty  nor  obligation,  nor  responsibility  on  either  side ;  although 
it  may  involve  both  in  punishment.  Story  on  Ag.  Sec.  11 ;  Me- 
chem  on  Ag.  Sees.  18,  19,  20.    Compare  Sec.  987. 

Sec.  5.    Certain  acts  are  personal  in  theur  nature,  and  caxmot 
be  sub-delegated. 

For  it  is  a  personal  trust  or  confidence,  and  therefore  by  impli- 
cation prohibited  from  being  delegated ;  as,  if  a  man  has  a  power 
given  to  him  by  the  owner  to  sell  an  estate  or  to  make  leases  for 
him,  he  can  not  act  by  an  attorney  or  agent,  for  it  is  a  personal 
trust.  The  same  is  true  if.  by  will,  an  executor  has  power  given 
to  him  to  sell  property.  Wilson  v.  Mason,  158  HI.  304,  42  N. 
E.  134.  The  same  rule  applies  to  a  broker,  for  he  can  not  delegate 
his  authority  to  another  to  sign  the  contract  on  behalf  of  his 
principal,  without  the  assent  of  the  latter,  for  a  personal  trust 
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and  confidence  is  reposea  in  him.  Story  on  Ag.  Sees.  12  and  13  ^ 
Foss  Inv.  Co.  V.  Aier,  49  Wash.  446,  95  P.  1017;  Mechem  on 
Ag.  Sec.  19.  It  follows,  that  where  the  broker's  power  contains 
no  power  of  substitution,  he  can  not  delegate  his  authority  to 
another.  Kilpatrick  v.  Wiley,  197  Mo.  123,  95  S.  W.  213. 
A  broker  whose  employment  involves  the  exercise  of  dis- 
cretion is  without  authority  to  sub-delegate  his  authority  to 
another;  however,  when  the  act  to  be  done  is  ministerial  or 
mechanical,  the  agent  may  employ  another  to  do  it.  Ryer  v. 
TurJcel  (N.  J.  Err.  &  App.),  70  A.  68.    Compare  Sec.  987. 

Bule  that  an  agent  cannot  delegate  a  trust  or  discretion  to 
another  does  not  prohibit  a  real  estate  broker  from  employ- 
ing others  for  services  involving  no  discretion  or  judgment. 
Jackson  v.  Brower,  167  P.  6,  22  N.  M.  615. 


Sec.   6.    AgencT*  is  divided  into   two   classes — special  and 
generaL 

Agency  is  divided  into  two  divisions;  (1)  Special;  (2)  General 
Agency.  A  special  agency  particularly  exists  when  there  is  a 
delegation  of  authority  to  do  a  single  act.  A  general  agency 
particularly  exists  when  there  is  a  delegation  of  authority  to  do 
all  acts  connected  with  a  particular  trade,  business  or  employ- 
ment; thus,  a  person  authorized  by  his  principal  to  execute  a 
particular  deed,  or  to  sign  a  particular  contract,  or  to  procure  a 
purchaser  for  certain  real  estate,  is  a  special  agent.  Story  on 
Ag.  Sec.  17 ;  Mechem  on  Ag.  Sec.  6.  Several  instances  of  special 
agency  or  employments  do  not  constitute  a  general  agency.  Angle 
V.  Miss,  etc,  B.  Co.,  9  Iowa,  487,  502.  A  person  who  is  authorized 
by  his  principal  to  execute  all  deeds  and  sign  all  contracts  re- 
quired in  a  particular  trade,  business,  or  employment,  is  a  general 
agent  in  that  trade,  business  or  employment.    Story  on  Ag.  Sec. 

17;  Mechem  on  Ag.  Sec.  6;  Sampson  v.  Hermstrom,  190  111.  App. 
12;  Herrigan  v.  Dodge,  103  S.  B.  919,  216  Miss.  461;  Daugherty 
V.  Leewright,  174  S.  W.  841,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ;  Swift  v. 
Erwin^  148  S.  W.  267,  104  Ark.  459. 
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SaOi  7.  Agents  emplojad  to  buy  or  sell  real  eitate,  to  ntgo- 
tiato  ezofaaoges  fhereof ,  to  proeore  leoies,  options  and 
loansy  are  imally  termed  brokers. 

Agents  employed  to  buy  or  sell  real  estate,  to  negotiate  ex- 
changes thereof,  to  procure  leases,  options  and  loans,  are  usu- 
ally termed  brokers.  Mechem  on  Ag.  Sec.  934.  ^'A  broker  is 
one  who  is  engaged  for  others  on  a  commission  to  negotiate 
contracts  relative  to  property,  with  the  custody  of  which  he 
has  no  concern."  Braun  v.  Chicago,  110  111.  186 ;  Kramer  y.  Bliss, 
88  Va.  456, 13  S.  E.  914;  Younher  v.  W.  U.  Tel  Co.,  123  N.  W.  577, 
146  Iowa,  499;  Morehouse  y.  Winter,  150  III.  App.  290;  Sutton 
y.  Cummings  &  Kill  Cheese  &  Butter  Co.,  159  S.  W.  950,  155 
Ky.  465;  Oregon  Home  Builders  y.  Montgomery  Inv,  Co.,  184 
P.  487,  —  Or.  Sup.  — ;  Oile  y.  Tautakawa,  187  P.  323,  —  Wash. 
Sup.  — .  Another  definition  is,  ''Brokers  are  persons  whose 
business  it  is  to  bring  buyer  and  seller  together;  they  need 
have  nothing  to  do  with  the  negotiation  of  the  bargain." 
Hartley  y.  Anderson  (Pa.  Supreme),  24  A.  675;  Mechem  on  Ag. 
Sec.  13.  The  latter  clause  designates  those  agents  known  as 
middle-men,  whose  presumed  aloofness  from  partisanship  con- 
fers upon  them  certain  privileges.  See  Sec.  475.  A  ''broker" 
is  one  engaged  in  making  contracts  for  others  relating  to  prop- 
erty not  in  his  custody,  he  acting  in  a  sense  as  agent  for  both 
parties ;  and  a  salaried  agent,  not  acting  for  a  fee  or  commis- 
sion, is  not  a  broker.  Rodman  y.  Manning  (Or.  Sup.  '09),  99  P. 
657, 1135. 

As  a  general  rule,  the  broker  is  a  special  agent  for  a  single 
object,  and  he  cannot  bind  his  principal  beyond  the  limit  of  the 
authority  conferred  upon  him.  Fruit  Auction  Co.  y.  F.  Quattro- 
chi  <§  Son,  200  S.  W.  700,  —  Mo.  App.  — .  A  person  whose  busi- 
ness is  to  bring  buyer  and  seller  together,  though  he  act  as 
such  in  but  a  single  transaction,  is  a  "broker"  within  Civ. 
Code,  Sec.  124,  sub.  6,  requiring  brokers'  contracts  to  sell  real 
estate,  or  some  memo  thereof,  to  be  in  writing.  Eaton  v.  Tount, 
191  P.  1009,  —  Cal.  App.  — . 

One  who  negotiates  the  sale  of  real  property,  a  person  en- 
gaged in  the  business  of  procuring  purchasers  or  sales  of  lands 
for  third  persons  upon  a  commission  contingent  upon  success. 
33  Cyc.  1557. 
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8m.  8.    Who  it  not  a  bnktr. 

A  salaried  agent  who  does  not  act  for  a  fee  or  rate  per  cent, 
for  others  is  not  a  broker.  Portland  v.  O'Neill,  1  Oregon,  218 ; 
Rodman  v.  Manning  (Or.  Snp.  '09),  99  P.  657,  1135.  A  trust 
company,  though  authorized  to  buy  and  sell  real  estate,  is  not  a 
broker.  Cr.  v.  Tr.  Co.,  211  Pa.  61,  60  A.  651.  A  person  em- 
ployed to  find  a  purchaser  for  certain  property,  and  to  run  it 
for  a  share  of  the  net  profits,  held,  a  servant  and  not  a  broker. 
McMana  v.  Dyer,  176  S.  W.  1101,  —  Mo.  App.  — . 

Bee  8a.    I>eflniti0n  of  term  ''brokerage/' 

Brokerage  is  equivalent  to  compensation  for  services  rendered. 
Myers  v.  Dean,  11  Misc.  368,  371,  32  N.  T.  S.  237 ;  U.  8.  v.  Fisk, 
25  Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,  104. 

Sec.  9.    Ucensas. 

In  some  States  a  real  estate  broker,  before  he  can  lawfully 
engage  in  such  business,  must  procure  a  license.  Natt  v.  Papet, 
15  La.  306. 

Sec.  10.    How  brokers  are  appointed. 

In  the  absence  of  a  statute  to  the  contrary,  the  employment  of 
a  broker  for  the  purchase  or  sale  of  real  estate  is  a  contract  for 
his  services  and  may  be  by  parol.  BatKbumY.  McLay^  76  Conn. 
808,  56  A.  571 ;  Brotcn  v.  Eaton,  21  Minn.  409,  528 ;  Friedman  v. 
Shutile,  85  P.  726  ( Ari.  Sup.  '06,  9  L.  R.  A.,  N.  S.)  933 ;  Forrester- 
Duncan  Land  Co.  v.  Evatt  (Ark.  '09),  119  S.  W.  282 :  Hannon  v. 
Preniiss,  124  Mich.  417,  83  N.  W.  102 ;  Spengeman  v.  Palestine 
Bldg,  Assn.,  60  N.  J.  Law,  357,  37  A.  723 ;  McCurry  v.  Hawkins, 
83  Ark,  242, 103  S.  W.  600 ;  Hutto  v.  Stough,  157  Ala.  566,  47  S. 

103 ;  Shadwick  v.  Smith,  143  S.  W.  1027,  147  Ky.  159 ;  Womack 
Y.  Douglas,  163  S.  W.  1130,  167  Ky.  716 ;  Palmer  v.  Lowder,  83 
S.  B.  464,  167  N.  C.  331 ;  Mustard  v.  Big  Creek  Dev.  Co.,  72  S.  E. 
1021,  69  W.  Va.  713;  Estes  v.  Crosby,  175  N.  W.  933,  Amend,  to 
Mandate  denied,  177  N.  W.  512,  —  Wis.  Sup.  — ;  also  to  sign  his 
principal's  name  to  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  real  estate.  Batt- 
man  v.  Wasson,  5  Ean.  552;  Pringle  v.  Spalding,  53  Barb.  (N. 
T.)  17;  Callaghan  v.  Pepper,  2  Ir.  Bq.  (N.  C.)  399;  Coleman  v. 
Oarringue,  18  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  60.  In  some  States,  the  agent,  for 
this  puiix>8e,  must  have  written  authority.    BaXlou  v.  Bergevindsen, 
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9  U .  D.  286,  83  N.  W.  10 ;  Mainwaring  v.  Crane,  22  Quebec  Sup. 
C.  67;  Lasher  v.  Gardner,  124  III  441,  16  N.  B.  919;  CfeaWe^  v. 
Arthur,  84  N.  Y.  S.  284;  Power  v.  Immigration  Land  Co.,  93 
Minn.  247,  101  N.  W.  161.  Contract  of  employment  of  real  estate 
broker  to  sell  lands  of  church,  held  not  within  the  statute  of  frauds. 
Bev.  Code  1919,  sec.  1249;  Stdblein  v.  Qemcinde,  177  N.  W.  810, 
—  S.  D.  Sup.  — . 

Sec.  11.   Employment  of  sub-agents. 

Ordinarily  an  agent  is  without  authority  to  bind  his  principal 
by  the  employment  of  a  broker  to  effect  a  sale.  Bennett  v.  Howes, 
15  Daily  (N.  Y.),  43,  2  N.  Y.  S.  717;  Jenkins  v.  Funk,  33  Fed. 
915;  Craver  v.  House  (Mo.  App.  '09),  120  S.  W.  686;  Sain  v.  St 
John,  152  S.  W.  284,  105  Ark.  680,  43  L.  S.  A.  (NT.  S.)  796; 
Sarensen  v.  Smith,  129  P.  757,  65  Or.  78,  51  L.  B.  A.  (N.  S.)  612, 
Ann.  Cas.  1915,  A.  927;  Judg.  Aff.  on  Rehearing,  131  P.  1022,  65 
Or.  78,  51  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  612;  Ann.  Cas.  1915,  A.  1127;  Ster- 
ritt  V.  Shoemaker,  47  App.  D.  C.  455.  Even  authority  to  take 
any  steps  necessary  to  sell  the  property  is  insufficient  to 
authorize  an  agent  to  employ  a  broker  to  effect  a  sale. 
Carroll  v.  Tucker,  2  Misc.  (N.  Y.),  397,  21  N.  Y.  S.  952; 
however,  a  non-resident  owner  employing  a  non-resident  agent 
to  sell,  impliedly  authorizes  the  latter  to  employ  a  broker  or  sub- 
agent.  Eastland  v.  Mafie^if,  36  Tex.  Civ.  App.  147,  81  S.  W.  574. 
And  whenever  an  agent  given  authority  to  sell  land  exercises  his 
discretion  as  to  the  price,  etc.,  he  may  employ  a  real  estate  broker 
to  find  a  purchaser,  and  a  sale  by  him  will  be  enforced  where  the 
agent  was  required  to  obtain  his  commission  in  addition  to  the 
price  fixed,  although  the  agent  may  have  been  requested  by  his 
principal  i^  to  employ  a  sub-agent.  Benwick  v.  Bancroft,  56 
Iowa,  527,  9  N.  W.  367.  If  an  agent  employs  a  sub-agent  for 
his  principal  and  by  his  authority,  expressed  or  implied,  then 
the  sub-agent  is  the  agent  of  the  principal,  and  is  directly  respon- 
sible to  the  principal  for  his  conduct,  and  if  damage  results  from 
the  conduct  of  such  sub-agent,  the  agent  is  only  responsible  in  case 
he  has  not  exercised  due  care  in  the  selection  of  the  sub-agent.  But 
if  the  agent,  having  undertaken  to  transact  the  business  of  his 
principal,  employs  a  sub-agent,  on  his  own  account,  to  assist  him 
in  what  he  has  undertaken  to  do,  he  does  so  at  his  own  risk  and 
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there  is  no  priyity  between  such  agent  and  the  principal.  The 
sub-agent  is,  therefore,  the  agent  of  the  agent  only  and  is 
responsible  to  him  for  his  conduct,  while  the  agent  is  responsi- 
ble to  the  principal  for  the  manner  in  which  the  business  has 
been  done,  whether  by  himself  or  his  servant  or  his  agent. 
Mechem  on  Agency,  Sec.  197;  Council  v.  Z7.  8.  Inv.  Co.,  143  P. 
829,  26  Colo.  App.  284. 

Sec.  11a.   When  not  employed,  snb-agent  not  entitled  to  oom- 
pensation* 

Where  a  farm,  placed  in  the  hands  of  agents  for  sale,  was 
sold  by  a  third  person  who  heard  that  it  was  on  the  market  in 
a  casual  conversation  with  one  of  the  partners  of  the  agency, 
he  was  not  such  a  sub-agent  as  will  enable  the  procuring  of  a 
commission  on  the  sale,  where  he  did  not  know  that  his  in- 
formant was  a  partner,  and  who  made  no  express  agreement 
to  become  their  sub-agent.  Erase  £  Bishop  v.  Hauser,  133  *N.  W. 
1067, 153  Iowa,  661. 

Sec.  lib.    Snb-agent^  when  iUegally  appointedt  can  not  bind 
principal  to  pay  commission. 

Where  a  sub-agent,  employed  by  real  estate  agent  under  his 
general  authority,  was  directed  by  the  broker  to  continue  his 
efforts,  after  the  option  which  he  had  procured  to  be  taken  was 
cancelled,  the  principal  was  not  liable  for  a  commission  on  a 
sale  by  reason  of  the  sub-agent's  acts  pursuant  to  the  agent's 
directions.  Sorenson  v.  Smith,  129  P.  757,  65  Or.  78,  51  L.  B.  A. 
(N.  S.  612,  Ann.  Cas.  1915  A,  1127 ;  Judg.  aff.  on  real  estate,  131 
P.  1022,  65  Or.  78;  McCombs  v.  Moss,  181  S.  W.  907,  121  Ark. 
633;  Reasoner  v.  Tates,  134  N.  W.  651,  90  Neb.  757. 

Sec.  12.    Employment  of  brokers,  and  its  limitations. 

A  broker  employed  to  sell  at  a  certain  price  can  not  recover 
commissions  for  selling  at  a  lower  price.  Blackwell  v.  Adams,  28 
Mo.  App.  61 ;  WUUams  v.  McOraw,  52  Mich.  480,  18  N.  W.  227. 
A  broker,  in  order  to  be  assured  of  compensation  for  his  services, 
should  have  a  contract  of  employment.  Castner  v.  Richardson, 
18  Colo.  496,  33  P.  163;  Day  v.  Hale,  50  lU.  App.  115;  Dyer  v. 
Sutherland,  75  111.  583 ;  Thomas  v.  Merrifield,  7  Kan.  App.  669, 
53  P.  891 ;  Downing  v.  Buck,  135  Mich.  636,  98  N.  W.  388 ;  Crosby 
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V.  8t.  Paul  Lake  Ice  Co.  74  Minn.  82,  76  N.  W.  958 ;  Coffin  ▼. 
Linxweiler,  34  Minn.  320 ;  WhUeley  v.  Terry,  83  N.  Y.  App.  Div. 
197,  82  N.  Y.  S.  89;  McVicker  v.  Roche,  74  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  397, 
77  N.  Y.  S.  501;  Fowler  v.  Hosher,  53  N.  Y.  App  Div.  327,  65 
N.  Y.  S.  638 ;  Whitehouse  v.  Drisler,  37  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  525,  56 
N.  Y.  S.  95 ;  Von  Hermann  v.  Wagner,  81  Hun,  431,  30  N.  Y.  S. 
991;  Johnson  v.  Whalen,  13  Okla.  320,  74  P.  (503);  Addison 
V.  Wannamaker,  185  Pa.  St.  536,  39  A.  1111 ;  Copeland  v.  Stone- 
ham  Tannery  Co.  142  Pa.  St.  446,  21  A.  825 ;  Harrison  v.  LoTig, 
4  Desau  (S.  C),  110;  Pipkin  v.  Home  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '02),  68 
S.  W.  l(m;Ehrenroth  v.  Putman  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '00),  55  S.  W. 

190;  O'Connor  v.  Kennedy,  180  111.  App.  277;  Ouild  v.  Sampson, 
122  N.  E.  712,  —  Mass.  Sup.  — ;  Browning  v.  Dowell,  218  S.  W. 
46,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

In. case  the  contract  of  employment  fails  to  gtate  the  terms 
of  sale,  terms  satisfactory  to  the  principal  are  implied.  Fairchild 
V.  Cunningham,  84  Minn.  521,  88  N.  W.  15;  Montgomery  v. 
Knickerbocker,  27  N.  Y.  App.  Div!  117,  50  N.  Y.  S.  128.  The 
contract  of  employment  may  be  drawn  so  as  to  deprive  the  broker 
of  any  right  to  commissions  if  the  transaction  fails  because  of  a 
defect  in  the  principal's  title  to  the  real  estate.  Louisville  B.  Co. 
V.  Shepard,  126  Ala.  416,  28  S.  202.  If  the  agency  is  limited  to 
the  sale  of  certain  property,  the  broker  must  show  that  the  prop- 
erty sold  was  within  the  limits  of  the  contract.  Maze  v.  Cordon, 
96  Cal.  61,  30  Pac.  962 ;  Park  v.  Hagle,  124  Iowa  98, 99  N.  W.  185. 

Testimony  of  plaintiff,  in  an  action  to  recover  for  services 
in  purchasing  an  electric  plant,  that  he  went  to  defendant  and 
told  him  that  he  came  pursuant  to  a  telegram  from  a  third  per- 
son; that  he  told  defendant  he  had  obtained  papers  relative  to 
the  plant  and  showed  them  to  him ;  that  defendant  examined  them 
and  expressed  his  satisfaction  with  the  showing,  and  said  he 
wanted  plaintiff  to  represent  him  in  the  matter,  and,  if  the  plant 
was  purchased,  wanted  it  taken  in  plaintiff's  name,  and  that  he 
would  take  care  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  matter,  is  sufficient  to  show 
an  employment  by  defendant,  and  an  agreement  to  pay  the  rea- 
sonable value  of  the  services.  Hart  v.  Moloney,  80  N.  Y.  S.  293, 
80  App.  Div.  265. 

A  company  sought  employment  as  agents  for  a  com- 
mission  to   procure    a   purchaser;   it   was   not   recoflrnized   as 
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raeb,  and  was  informed  that  a  part  of  the  premises  had 
been  sold,  and  that  an  option  contract  had  been  given  for  the 
Indance;  subsequently  it  wrote  the  owner  that  it  had  a  party  in 
view  whom  it  might  interest  in  the  property,  '^  provided  we  could 
get  an  option."  The  owner  refused  to  give  the  option,  and  fixed 
the  price  per  acre  and  the  terms,  adding,  "If  you  can  do  anything 
for  me  on  these  terms  I  shall  be  glad  to  hear  from  you.''  The 
company  wrote,  "Our  people  will  pay  $2,500  net."  The  owner 
agreed  to  sell,  and  the  company,  in  transmitting  the  opinion  of 
its  attorney  on  the  abstract,  referred  to  unpaid  taxes,  the  cost  of 
the  abstract,  and  a  claim  on  account  of  a  deficiency  in  the  acre- 
age, without  any  reference  to  the  commissions.  Held,  That  the 
company  was  not  the  owner's  agent  to  procure  a  purchaser, 
though  it  expected  a  commission  to  which  it  was  not  entitled. 
Siede  v.  Lawyer,  47  Wash.  266,  91  P.  958. 

Defendants  leased  mining  property  to  plaintiff,  with  an  option 
to  purchase  during  the  third  year  of  the  lease  for  $20,000,  and  a 
deed  conveying  the  property  to  the  plaintiff  was  deposited  with 
a  bank,  with  instructions  to  deliver  it  upon  receipt  of  the  sum  of 
$2,500  less  than  that  stated  in  the  option.  Held,  That  there  was 
nothing  in  the  lease  or  instructions  to  show  that  plaintiff  was  an 
agent  to  sell  the  property  on  commission.  Pollard  v.  Sayre, 
(Colo.  Sup.  '08),  98  P.  816.  In  an  action  by  a  real  estate 
broker  to  recover  commissions  for  procuring  a  purchaser  for 
defendant's  property,  a  letter  from  the  broker  stating  that  if 
the  owner  of  the  land  makes  an  exchange,  the  broker  expects  him 
to  pay  a  commission,  and  asking  him  if  he  would  do  so,  and  the 
answer  from  the  owner  that  in  case  of  a  sale  he  would  be  willing 
to  pay  a  commission,  was  sufficient  to  show  an  implied  promise  on 
the  part  of  the  owner  to  pay  what  plaintiff's  services  were  rea- 
sonably worth  on  a  subsequent  exchange  brought  about  by  the 
services  of  the  plaintiff.  Annabil  v.  Traverse  Lamd  Co.  (Minn. 
Sup.  '09),  121  N.  W.  233. 

Employment  to ^' get  an  offer"  for  land  is  one  to  make  a  sale 
or  exchange  in  a  reasonable  time,  and  not  merely  to  procure  a 
single  offer.  Curran  v.  Hubbard,  114  P.  81,  14  Cal.  App.  733, 
re.  den.  114  P.  83, 14  Cal.  App.  733.  Where  a  real  estate  broker 
wrote  to  a  landowner  that  an  out-of-town  customer  wanted  to 
buy  a  large  tract  o^  land,  and  he  wished  to  know  if  the  owner's 
land  was  for  sale,  and  if  so,  at  what  price,  the  owner's  reply 


10  AMEBICAN  LAW  BEAL  E8TATB  AGENCY. 

fixing  a  price,  and  describing  his  land  in  accordance  with  the 
request,  will  not  create  a  contract  entitling  the  broker  to  a 
commission  for  procuring  a  purchaser.  Bond  v.  Humbird,  80  A. 
943,  118  Md.  650.  Broker  employed  to  purchase,  held,  not  en- 
titled to  a  commission  until  he  secures  a  vendor  able  to  convey 
free  from  incumbrances.  BronJc  v.  Conn.  Trust  dc  Safe  Deposit 
Co.,  93  A.  128,  89  Conn.  134.  The  rights  of  an  agents  or  his  as- 
signee, to  compensation  are  fixed  when  a  sale  has  been  made, 
and  the  payment  of  the  compensation  cannot  be  postponed  by 
any  agreement  between  the  principals  and  a  third  person  to 
which  the  agent  is  not  a  party.  F,  Haag  &  Bro.  v.  Reichert,  134 
S.  W.  191, 142  Ky.  298.  Where  realty  brokers  replied  to  a  re- 
sponse to  their  ad,  stating  that  the  owner  of  the  places  they 
advertised  could  not  consider  the  property  of  the  person  who 
answered,  and  then  made  a  counter  offer,  no  contract  of  em- 
ployment of  the  brokers  by  the  party  resulted.  Lueddemann  v. 
Rudolf,  154  P.  116,  re.  den.  156  P.  172,  —  Or.  Sup.  — .  A  con- 
tract which  makes  one  the  agent  of  an  owner  of  land  for  the 
sale  thereof  is  simply  a  listing  contract,  revocable  at  any  time 
by  the  owner.  Fields  &  Combs  v.  Vizard  Inv.  Co.,  182  S.  W.  934, 
168  Ey.  744.  That  defendant,  while  acting  as  agent  for  B, 
one  of  the  parties  to  an  exchange  of  realty,  promised  plaintiff, 
the  other  party,  that  he  would  get  the  price  he  could  from  B, 
did  not  constitute  defendant  plaintiff's  agent.  Carothers  v.  Caine, 
175  P.  478,  —  Cal.  App.  — .  Where  the  owner  of  timber-lands 
agreed  that  plaintiff  might  sell  them  within  a  certain  time  and 
on  certain  terms,  the  owner  reserving  the  right  to  approve  or 
reject  any  parties  or  any  proposition,  made  commission  to  be 
paid  in  case  of  sale  to  a  purchaser  induced  by  the  broker;  such 
agreement  gave  no  exclusive  right  to  the  broker  to  sell  and 
thereby  earn  a  commission,  but  merely  constituted  a  listing  of 
the  property  for  sale.  Saunders  v.  Hackley  A  Hume  Co.,  208  S. 
W.  67  ,  —  Mo.  App.  — .  A  contract  by  defendant  to  pay  plaintiff 
a  fixed  commission  on  a  sale  of  land  at  a  fixed  price,  with  a 
sufficient  cash  payment  to  '' secure  him  on  the  sale'^ 
the  balance  at  5%  for  ''five  years  and  maybe  longer'', 
was  a  valid  brokerage  contract.  Edmundson  v.  Phenix, 
178  N.  W.  893,  —  Minn.  — .  A  broker's  letter,  dated  January 
29,  1919,  stating  his  understanding  that  the  first  mortgage  on 
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defendant's  farm  ran  to  March  1, 1921,  and  inquiring  whether 
he  would  carry  a  second  mortgage  till  then,  and  that  he  had 
a  party  inquiring  about  it  who  had  only  $8,000,  and  defendant's 
reply  seven  days  later  offering  to  sell,  if  buyer  assumed  first 
mortgage  of  $8,000  and  paid  $12,000  in  cash,  and  the  balance 
in  a  few  months,  or  all  the  price  in  cash,  did  not  create  an 
agency  for  an  indefinite  term  or  authorize  the  broker  to  sell  at 
the  same  price  on  the  last  day  of  May,  1919.  Moore  y.  Bentson, 
179  N.  W.  560,  —  Minn.  Sup.  — . 
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An  exclusive  agency,  supported  by  a  sufficient  consideration, 
entitles  a  broker  to  commissions  on  a  sale  made  by  the  principal 
(if  excluded)  or  through  the  efforts  of  another  broker  during  the 
time  specified.  Gregory  v.  Banney,  135  g^.  589,  67  P.  1038; 
Cnme  v.  McCormick,  92  Qal.  176,  28  P.  222 ;  Long  v.  Herr,  10 
Colo.  380,  15  P.  802 ;  Metcalf  v.  Kent,  104  Iowa,  487,  73  N.  W. 
1037 ;  lApscomb  v.  Cole,  81  Mo.  App.  53 ;  Levy  v.  Bothe,  17  Misc. 
402,  39  N.  Y.  S.  1057 ;  Schultz  v.  Griffin,  5  Misc.  499,  26  N.  Y.  S. 
713;  Emberson  v.  Dean,  46  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  236;  Powell  v. 
Anderson,  15  Daly,  219,  4  N.  Y.  S.  706;  Owens  v.  Wehrle,  14 
Pa.  Super.  Ct.  536;  Sylvester  v.  Johnson,  110  Tenn.  392,  75 
S.  W.  923;  String  fellow  v.  Powers,  4  Tex.  Civ.  App.  199,  23 
S.  W.  313;  Carle  v.  Parent  (Montreal  L.  E.),  5  Q.  B.  451;  Moses 
Y.  Bierland,  31  N.  Y.  462 ;  James  H.  Button  Co.  v.  Hammon,  170 
S.  W.  1186,  161  Ky.  498;  Murphy  v.  Sawyer  &  Wurford,  153 
S.  W.  991,  152  Ky.  646;  Geo.  J.  Wanstrath  B.  E.  Co.  v.  Wenz, 
170  S.  W.  345,  186  Mo.  App.  162;  Dresser  v.  Gilbert,  79  A.  1043, 
81  N.  J.  Law,  358 ;  Mercantile  Trust  Co.  v.  Johnson,  160  S.  W. 
636,  177  Mo.  App.  503;  Kruse  v.  Ferber,  103  A.  409,  —  N.  J. 
Sup.  — ;  Howard  &  Brown  Bealty  Co.  v.  Bamett,  206  S.  W.  417, 

—  Mo.  App.  — ;  Stevenson  Co.  v.  Oppenheimer,  101  A.  88,  —  N. 
J.  Sup.  — ;  Popplewell  v.  Buchanan,  204  S.  W.  874,  —  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  — ;  Atl.  Coast  Bealty  Co.  v.  Townsend,  98  S.  E.  684, 

—  Va.  Sup.  — . 
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Wheie  a  broker  was  given  exclusive  authority  to  sell  property 
until  a  certain  date,  and  during  such  time  tried  to  make  a  sale 
with  a  certain  buyer,  but  failed  and  abandoned  his  efforts,  the 
owner  was  not  liable  for  commission  upon  sale  to  such  buyer  ef- 
fected after  the  broker's  exclusive  contract  had  expired,  the 
broker  not  having  been  the  procuring  cause  of  the  sale.  Bosenfield 
V.  Wall,  10^  A.  409,  —  Conn,  Sup.  — . 

Where  a  broker  is  given  the  exclusive  agency,  but  not  inhibit- 
ing the  principal  from  selling,  the  contract  is  not  violated  by  a 
sale  by  the  principal  to  one  not  a  customer  of  the  broker.  Eng- 
lish V.  Wm.  Oeorge  Butt.  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '08),  117  S.  W. 
996;  Vfaierman  v.  Boliinghause,  82  Cal.  659,  23  P.  195;  Ingold 
V.  Symonds,  125  Iowa,  82,  99  N.  W.  713;  Johnson  v.  Buchanan 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.  '09),  116  S.  W.  876;  Dole  v.  Sherwood,  41  Minn. 
535,  43  N.  W.  569;  Wylie  v.  MaHne  Nat.  Bh.,  61  N.  Y.  415; 
Golden  Oate  Packing  Co.  v.  Mine,  55  Cal.  606;  Wright  v.  Waite, 
148  N.  W.  50,  126  Minn.  115;  Massey  v.  Southern  Land  Co.,  174 
S.  W.  531,  117  Ark.  655;  McComls  v.  Moss,  181  S.  W.  907,  121 
Ark.  503;  Cisel  Talbott  &  Co.  v.  Hayden,  41  App.  D.  C.  477; 
Bryant  v.  Palmer,  171  111.  App.  213 ;  Smith  v.  Preiss,  136  N.  W. 
7,  117  Minn.  392;  Ann.  Cas.  1913  D,  820;  Oreene  v.  Am.  Malt- 
ing Co.,  140  N".  W.  1130,  153  Wis.  216;  Snooh  v.  Page,  155  P. 
107,  29  Cal.  App.  246 ;  Morris  v.  Clarh,  80  S.  406,  —  Ala.  Sup. 
— ;  Harris  &  White  v.  Stone,  207  S.  W.  443,  —  Ark.  Sup.  — ; 
Armstrong  v.  Lounsierry,  Simmons  &  Co.,  173  N.  W.  890,  — 
Iowa  Sup.  — ;  Alley  v.  Oriffen,  215  S.  W.  479,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
— ;  Oammell  v.  Cox,  219  S.  W.  745,  —  Ark.  Sup.  — ;  Chas.  E. 
Walters  Co.  v.  Hahn,  178  N.  W.  448,  —  S.  Dak.  Sup.  — ; 
Stoats  V.  Mengelsen,  180  N".  W.  78,  —  Neb.  Sup.  — .  A  cow- 
tract  of  agency  will  not  be  construed  to  be  exclusive,  unless 
established  expressly  or  by  clear  implication.  CrooJc  v.  Forst,  116 
Ala.  395,  22  S.  540;  White  v.  Benton,  121  Iowa,  354,  96  N.  W. 
876;  Kidman  v.  Howard,  18  S.  Dak.  161,  99  N".  W.  1104; 
Talbot  V.  Mattox,  Dawson  &  Posey  Realty  Co.,  109  P.  128,  26 
Okl.  298;  Bitch  v.  Bolertson,  106  A.  509,  —  Conn.  Sup.  — ;  Mc- 
Fadden  v.  Crisler,  213  S.  W.  912,  —  Tenn.  Sup.  — ;  Faith  v. 
Meisetschlager,  187  P.  61,  —  Cal.  App.  — . 

It  was  agreed  between  the  ovmer  of  land  and  a  broker,  that 
the  broker  should  have  the  ^^ exclusive  agency"  for  the  sale  of 
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the  land  for  a  fixed  period  at  a  fixed  price,  and  that  the  broker 
should  give  attention  to  the  sale  of  the  land,  have  the  same 
examined  and  advertised,  and  should  report  promptly  all  sales, 
etc.  The  land  aggregated  over  51,000  acres,  and  the  timber 
thereon  was  the  most  valuable  part.  Held,  That  the  words  ''ex- 
clusive agency"  deprived  the  owner  of  the  right  to  sell  the 
premises,  and  a  sale  by  him  of  the  timber  before  the  expiration 
of  the  fixed  period  was  a  breach  of  the  contract.  Hunter  v. 
WeiuUchee  Land  Co.  97  P.  494,  50  "Wash.  438.  (This  is  contrary 
7  to  the  general  doctrine  which  requires  the  exclusive  right  to 

*  the  agent  to  deprive  the  owner  of  the  right  to  sell.) 

A  company  was  employed  to  sell  defendant's  property  under  a 
contract  giving  it  the  sole  agency  for  the  sale  of  the  property  for 
three  months  from  the  date  of  the  contract,  and  thereafter  until 
notified  by  defendant  in  writing  of  the  withdrawal  of  the  prop- 
erty from  sale,  and  defendant  further  agreed  to  pay  the  company 
the  agreed  commission  if  the  property  was  sold  during  the  term 
of  the  contract,  whether  sold  by  the  company  or  by  some  one 
else.  Held,  That  the  company  would  be  entitled  to  the  specified 
commission  on  the  sale  taking  place  within  three  months,  regard- 
less of  any  attempted  revocation  by  the  principal.  Novdkovich 
V.  Union  Trust  Co.  (89  Ark.  412),  117  S.  W.  246. 

A  broker  is  not  entitled  to  commission  on  a  sale  by  a  principal, 
notwithstanding  he  is  given  the  exclusive  right  to  sell,  unless  it 
is  iJso  agreed  that  he  shall  receive  a  commission  whether  the  sale 
be  effected  by  him,  by  the  principal,  or  some  third  person.  Tur- 
ner V.  Baker,  225  Pa.  359,  74  A.  172.  (Unless  the  principal 
agrees  to  pay  comimissions  in  case  of  sale  by  him  or  another  broker, 
the  broker  prejudiced  has  a  right  of  action  for  breach  of  the 
contract.)  An  owner  of  property  contracted  with  a  broker 
to  make  a  sale  of  property,  and  that  in  case  of  a  sale  thereof,  with- 
in one  year,  he  would  pay  a  commission.  Held,  That  the  sale  re- 
ferred to  was  one  consummated  by  the  broker  or  brought  about 
by  him,  he  having  found  a  purchaser  and  brought  the  owner  and 
purchaser  together,  and  did  not  give  the  broker  the  exclusive 
right  of  sale  to  the  exclusion  of  the  owner  himself,  and  he  was 
not  entitled  to  a  commission  upon  a  sale  made  by  the  owner. 
Parkhurst  v.  Tyron,  119  N.  Y,  S.  184. 

A  broker's  acceptance  of  owner's  agreement  that  broker  shall 
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have  exclusive  agency  for  sale  of  land,  and  his  services  thereunder 
supplies  the  element  of  mutuality^  and  makes  it  a  binding  obli- 
gation on  both.    Braniff  v.  Baier,  165  P.  816,  101  Kan.  117. 

Where  a  real  estate  owner  signed  an  agreement  giving  an  ex- 
clusive agency  to  sell,  and  the  broker,  though  not  signing  it, 
acted  thereon,  it  became  binding.  Howard  &  Brown  Realty  Co. 
V.  Bamett,  206  S.  W.  417,  —  Mo.  App.  — . 

Under  a  contract  allowing  a  broker  a  fixed  commission  on  all 
sales  of  land  within  five  years,  whether  made  by  him  or  not,  or 
breach  of  the  other,  he  was  properly  allowed  commission  on  all 
sales  made  within  that  period,  though  they  were  procured  by  the 
combined  efforts  of  nearly  all  the  real  estate  brokers  in  the  city. 
Hagan  v.  Nashvxlle  Trust  Co,,  136  S.  W.  993,  124  Tenn.  93. 

A  broker  is  not  entitled  to  a  commission  on  a  sale  by  his  prin- 
cipal, notwithstanding  he  is  given  the  exclusive  right  to  sell,  un- 
less it  is  also  agreed  that  he  shall  receive  commission  whether 
the  sale  be  effected  by  him,  by  the  principal,  or  some  third  per- 
son.   Bomar  v.  Munn,  158  S,  W.  1186,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

See.  14.    Duration  of  the  agency. 

An  agency  to  sell  real  estate  is  presxuned  to  continue  until  a 
sale  is  effected,  and  the  burden  is  on  the  principal  to  rebut  such 
presumption.  Hartford  v.  McOillicuddy,  103  Me.  224,  68  A 
860.  A  contract  of  agency  ordinarily  ceases  on  the  delivery  of 
the  title  papers  and  the  payment  for  the  property.  Walker  v. 
Derby,  5  Biss.  (F.  S.)  134;  Campbell  v.  Chase  (Kan.  Sup.  '08), 
96  P.  949;  Bd  Trus.  Oberlin  Coll.  v.  Blair,  45  W.  Va.  812,  32 
S.  B.  203.  Wallace  v.  McKenna,  173  P.  749,  —  Idaho  Sup.  — . 
The  vendor  sometimes  limits  the  time  within  which  to  sell  to  30 
or  60  days.  Beadle  v.  Sage  Ld.  &  Imp.  Co.,  140  Mich.  199,  103 
K  W.  654;  Satterthwaite  v.  Goodyear,  137  K  C.  302,  49  S.  E. 
205.  A  principal  is  not  liable  for  commissions  if  the  sale  is  not 
made  until  after  the  time  fixed  has  expired.  Hurst  v.  Williams, 
31  Ky.  Law  Bep.  658,  102  S.  W.  1176 ;  DekJcer  v.  Klingman,  149 
Mich.  96,  112  K  W.  727,  14  D.  L.  K  341;  Horton  v.  Inman, 
145  Mich.  438;  108  N.  W.  746;  Loxley  v.  StudebacTcer,  68  A. 
98,  75  N".  J.  L.  599;  Ewir^g  v.  Lunn  (S.  Dak.  Sup.  '08),  115 
N.  W.  527;  Slotboom  v.  Simpson  Lumber  Co.,  136  P.  641,  67 
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Op.  616,  Ann.  Cm.  1915,  C.  339,  den.  re.  136  P.  889,  67  Or.  616, 
Ann.  Cas.  1916,  C.  339;  Wallace  v.  McKenna,  173  P.  749,  — 
Idaho  Sup.  — .  However,  where  the  owner  waives  performance 
within  the  time  and  accepts  a  purchaser  furnished  after,  he  will 
be  liable  to  the  broker  for  commissions.  Ice  v.  Maxwell,  66  S.  E. 
899,  61  W.  Ya.  9.  A  broker  was  held  entitled  to  compensation, 
who  found  a  purchaser  near  the  end  of  the  contract  who  desired 
time  to  examine  the  title.  Watson  y.  Brooks,  13  Fed.  640,  8  Saw- 
yer Cir.  Ct.  316.    See  Sec.  176. 

That  the  broker  had  not  a  continuing  agency  from  Y.  for 
the  sale  of  the  property  until  the  time  of  its  sale  to  A.,  is  shown 
by  the  fact  that  when  A.  asked  him  if  he  still  had  the  property 
for  sale,  he  did  not  assert  a  continuing  agency,  but  said  that  he 
would  see,  and  then  went  to  Y.  to  see  if  he  could  still  be  allowed 
to  make  the  sale,  and  was  informed  by  Y.  that  he  could  not  do  so, 
as  another  had  taken  up  the  matter.  Kiefer  y.  Toder,  198  Pa. 
St.  308,  47  A.  974. 

A  contract  whereby  real  estate  brokers  were  authorized  to  sell 
land,  with  a  provision  that,  should  the  property  be  withdrawn  be- 
fore 1906,  the  brokers  would  receive  compensation,  does  not,  by 
its  terms,  expire  in  1905.  Berberei  v.  Myers,  144  S.  W.  824,  240 
Mo.  68.  Contract  of  defendant  owner  to  pay  plaintiff  brokers 
commission,  giving  brokers  exclusive  right  to  sell,  with  reserva- 
tion by  the  owner  of  right  to  revoke  the  agreement  on  three 
months'  notice  in  writing,  held,  sufficiently  definite  in  fixing 
time  of  duration  of  the  agency,  in  compliance  with  Stat.  1919, 
sec.  2306  m.    Brown  v.  Marty,  179  N.  W.  602,  —  Wis.  Sup.  — . 

Where  no  consideration  was  paid  by  the  real  estate  broker  for 
a  contract  giving  him  for  a  certain  time  the  "exclusive  sale'*  of 
a  farm,  and  he  incurred  no  obligation  to  do  anything,  such  con- 
tract, while  it  precluded  the  owner  from  giving  any  one  else  the 
power  to  sell,  did  not  preclude  a  sale  by  the  owner  himself  dur- 
ing the  period  named,  in  the  absence  of  clear  and  unequivocal 
language  negativing  such  right  on  his  part.  Roberts  y.' Harring- 
ton, 169  K  W.  603,  168  Wis.  217;  Kurwin  &  Bichweiler,  JJ., 
dissenting,  10  A.  L.  B.  810. 
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Sec.  IB.    Termination  of  the  tLgmcy. 

Ordinarily,  unless  a  contract  of  employment  is  conpled  with  an 
interest  or  is  given  for  a  valuable  consideration,  the  authority  of 
the  agent  may  be  terminated  at  will  by  giving  notice,  subject 
only  to  the  requirement  that  it  be  given  in  good  faith,  and  before 
the  broker  finds  a  purchaser.  Branch  v.  Moore,  84  Ark.  462,  105 
S.  W.  1178 ;  BhimeTtthal  v.  Goodale,  89  Cal.  251,  26  P.  906 ;  Brovm 
V.  P/ati,  38  Cal.  550;  Freeland  v.  Hughes,  109  111.  App.  73; 
Young  v.  Trainor,  158  111.  428,  42  N.  E.  139 ;  Schuster  v.  Martin, 
45  IlL  App.  481;  Gleason  v.  McKay,  37  111.  App.  464;  Bush 
V.  HiU,  62  111.  216 ;  Wilson  v.  Dyer,  12  Ind.  App.  320,  39  N.  E. 
163 ;  Kavanaugh  v.  Baliard,  21  Ky.  L.  R.  1683,  56  S.  W.  159 ; 
Taylor  v.  Martin,  109  La.  137,  33  S.  112 ;  Cadigan  v.  Crdbtree, 
186  Mass.  7,  70  N.  E.  1033,  66  L.  R.  A.  982,  179  Mass.  474,  61 
N.  E.  37,  55  N.  E.  77 ;  West  v.  Demme,  128  Mich.  11,  88  N.  W. 
95;  Heaton  v.  Edwards,  90  Mich.  500,  51  N.  W.  544;  Beishus- 
Remer  Ld.  Co,  v.  Benner,  91  Minn.  401,  98  N.  W.  186 ;  Jayne 
T.  Drake  (Miss.  Sup.  W),  41  S.  372;  Kolb  v.  Bennett  Land  Co. 
74  Miss.  567;  Jones  v.  Berry,  37  Mo.  App.  125;  Kesterson  v. 
Chauvrant  (Mo.  App.  *02),  70  S.  W.  1091;  Green  v.  Wright,  36 
Mo.  App.  298 ;  Buffner  v.  Ellis,  64  Neb.  623,  90  N.  W.  552 ;  Slater 
V.  Holt,  10  N.  Y.  State,  257 ;  Cardy  v.  Euth,  100  N.  Y.  S.  1043, 
115  App.  Div.  568, 103  N.  Y.  S.  1121 ;  Abbott  v.  Eunt,  129  N.  C. 
403,  40  S.  E.  119;  Baleigh  R.  E.  &  T.  Co,  v.  Adams,  58  S.  E. 
1008,  145  N.  C.  161;  Vincent  v.  Woodland  Oil  Co,  165  Pa.  St. 
402,  30  A.  991 ;  Evans  v.  Gay,  38  Tex.  Civ.  App.  442,  74  S.  W. 
575;  Newton  v.  Conness  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '08),  106  S.  W.  892; 
Knox  V.  Parker,  2  Wash.  34,  25  P.  909;  Ernst  v.  Ganahl,  137 
P.  256,  166  Cal.  493;  Fields  £  Comb  v.  Vizard  Inv.  Co,,  182  S. 
W.  934,  168  Ky.  744;  Wnght  v.  Waits,  148  N.  W.  60,  126  Minn. 
115;  Howard  v.  Street,  93  A.  923,  126  Md.  289;  Wiesells-Oer- 
hart  Real  Estate  Co.  v.  Wainwright,  106  S.  W.  1096,  127  Mo. 
App.  614;  Saunders  v.  Haclcley  &  Hume  Co.,  208  S.  W.  67,  — 
Mo.  Sup.  — ;  U.  S,  Farm  .Loan  Co.  v.  Darter,  183  P.  696,  — 
Cal.  App.  — ;  Emerson  v.  AcJcerman,  124  N*.  E.  17,  —  Mass. 
Sup.  — ;  Jenkins  v.  Kay,  224  S.  W.  1028,  —  Mo.  App.  — .  A 
power  confided  to  two  or  more  special  agents  terminates  on  the 
death  of  one.  Mechem  on  Ag.  Sec.  260 ;  but  the  authority  is  not 
revoked  by  a  letter  which  was  not  received  by  the  broker.   Sayre 
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v.  Wilson,  86  Ala.  151,  6  S.  157.  A  contract  of  agency  may  be 
terminated  by  the  death  of  the  principal.  Crowe  v.  Trickey,  204 
TJ.  S.  228,  aflBrming  71  P.  (Ariz.)  965;  Crowe  v.  Harmon,  204 
F.  S.  241,  aflarming  71  P.  (Ariz)  1126;  Kyle  v.  Oaff,  105  Mo. 
App.  672,  78  S.  W.  1047 ;  Sbistler'B  Est.  2  Pa.  Dist.  588 ;  Mechem 
on  Ag.  Sec.  240;  or  by  the  partial  destruction  of  the  subject^ 
matter,  e.  g.  the  dwelling;  Cox  v.  Bowling,  54  Mo.  App.  289. 
Where  a  time  limit  has  been  given,  the  principal  can  not  but  in 
good  faith  revoke  before  it  expires.  Blumenthal  v.  Ooodall,  89 
Cal.  251,  26  P.  906 ;  Glover  v.  Henderson,  170  Mo.  367,  25  S.  W. 
175;  Stamets  v.  Dennison,  193  Pa.  St.  548,  44  A.  575;  Norton  v. 
Sjolseth,  43  Wash.  327,  86  P.  573.  Where  the  contract  is  limited 
to  a  definite  period,  it  ends  at  that  time.  Zeimer  v.  Antisell,  75 
Cal.  509,  17  P.  642 ;  La  Force  v.  Washington  Uni.,  106  Mo.  App. 
517,  81  S.  W.  209 ;  'Sorenson  v.  Smith,  129  P.  757,  66  Or.  78, 
51  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  612,  Ann.  Cas.  1916  A,  1127;  jnd.  affd  on 
re.  131  P.  1022,  65  Or.  78,  51  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  612,  Ann.  Cas. 
1945  A,  1127;  Naylor  v.  Ashton,  130  P.  181,  20  Cal.  App.  544; 
Edwards  v.  Laird,  134  P.  365,  22  Cal.  App.  398;  Slotboom  v. 
Simpson  Lumber  Co.,  136  P.  641,  67  Or.  516,  Ann.  Cas.  1915  C, 
337,  den.  re.  135  P.  889,  67  Or.  516,  Ann.  Cas.  1915,  339.  The 
owner  is  under  no  obligation  to  extend  the  time  in  favor  of  a 
prospective  purchaser  found  by  the  broker;  time  is  of  the  essence 
of  such  a  contract.  Castner  v.  Richardson,  18  Colo.  496,  33  P. 
163;  Watson  v.  Brook,  11  Oregon,  271,  3  Pac  679;  Naylor  v. 
Ashton,  130  P.  181,  20  Cal.  App.  544;  Edwards  v.  Laird,  134  P. 
365,  22  Cal.  App.  398;  Slotboom  v.  Simpson  Lumber  Co.,  135 
P.  889,  67  Or.  516,  Ann.  Cas.  1915  C,  339. 

An  agency  may  be  revoked  by  a  sale  by  the  owner  without  no- 
tice to  the  agent;  after  the  sale  there  is  nothing  to  support  the 
agency,  and  revocation  will  be  presumed.  Mechem  on  Ag.  220; 
White  v.  HosUns,  121  Iowa,  354,  96  N.  W.  876;  Helling  v. 
Darby,  71  Kan.  107,  79  P.  1073 ;  Boars  v.  Hyland,  65  Minn.  150, 
67  N.  W.  1148 ;  Hodge  v.  Appellee,  107  K  Y.  S.  170,  122  App. 
Div.  437;  Ettinghoff  v.  Harwitz,  100  N.  Y.  S.  1002,  115  App. 
Div.  571 ;  McDonald  v.  Cabiness,  100  Tex.  616,  102  S.  W.  721 ; 
Hatch  V.  Coddington,  95  XT.  S.  48,  56.  See  also  Sec.  643.  Stone 
V.  HoweU,  150  N.  W.  16,  168  Iowa,  282;  Hallstead  v.  Perrings, 
120  N.  W.  1078,  87  Neb.  128;  Johnston-Reynolds  Land  Co.  v. 
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Ferqua,  151  S.  W.  693,  105  Ark.  358;  Myers  y.  BaichBller,  163 
N.  Y.  Supp.  688,  177  App.  Div.  47;  McFadden  v.  Crisler,  213 
S.  W.  912,  —  Tenn.  Sup.  — ;  Col.  Land  Sec.  Co.  v.  Ritchie,  180 
P.  625,  —  Cal.  App.  — ;  Roih  v.  Thompson,  180  P.  656,  —  Cal. 
^PP-  — ;  ^i^9  ▼•  Dovis.  215  S.  W.  636,  —  Ark.  Sup.  — ;  Stoats 
V.  Mengelsen,  180  N.  W.  78,  —  Neb.  Sup.  — .  Contra,  Reams  v. 
Wilson,  147  N.  C.  304,  60  S.  E.  1124;  also.  Sec.  587.  The 
agency  may  be  revoked  by  the  exercise  of  an  option  to  purchase. 
Faraday  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  v.  Owens,  26  Ey.  L.  B.  B.  243,  80 
S.  W.  1171.  Notice  to  the  agent  terminating  the  agency  takes 
effect  from  the  date  of  the  delivery  or  receipt  thereof  by  the 
agent.  Bees  v.  Fellow,  97  Fed.  167,  38  C.  C.  A.  94;  Robertson 
T.  Cloud,  47  Miss.  208.  Ydolation  of  instructions  warranted  a 
principal  in  terminating  the  agency.  Macferran  v.  Oallinger,  210 
Pa.  St.  74,  59  A.  435.  Where  a  principal  wrote  his  agent  not 
to  sell  property  but  his  residence,  authority  to  sell  the  former 
was  revoked.  Abbott  v.  Hunt,  129  N.  C.  403,  40  S.  E.  119.  The 
fraud  of  a  broker  in  making  misrepresentations  in  negotiating 
an  exchange  of  lands  warranted  his  discharge.  Featherstane  v. 
Trone,  82  Ark.  381,  102  S.  W.  196.  A  contract  of  agency  deter- 
mines on  the  fraud  of  the  agent.  Patton  v.  Cook,  48  N.  W.  994, 
83  Iowa,  71.  An  agency  for  ten  days  or  until  withdrawn  in  writ- 
ing, is  not  terminated  at  the  end  of  an  extension  granted.  Clark 
V.  Dalziel,  3  Cal.  App.  121,  84  P.  429.  Where  several  brokers 
have  the  samo  property  for  sale,  a  sale  by  one,  to  the  knowledge 
of  the  others,  puts  an  end  to  the  contract  with  the  others.  Cash- 
man  v.  Olover,  11  111.  600.  Or  without  notice,  infra.  There  are 
authorities  holding  that  where  the  broker  has  incurred  expenses, 
and  has  expended  time  and  money  in  endeavoring  to  sell,  the 
principal  will  not  be  allowed  to  terminate  the  agency.  McCray 
&  Son  V.  Pfosi,  118  Mo.  App.  672,  94  S.  W.  998;  and  on  doing 
8o  the  agent  may  recover  damages.  Oreen  v.  Cole,  103  Mo.  70, 
15  S.  W.  317 ;  Durkee  v.  Ounn,  41  Kan.  496,  21  Pac.  637 ;  Bath- 
rOc  V.  Coffin,  13  N.  T.  App.  Div.  101,  43  N.  Y.  S.  313 ;  Rowan  v. 
Exdl,  55  W.  Va.  335,  47  S.  E.  92;  Tappin  v.  Eenley,  11  Weekly 
Bep.  (Eng.)  466;  McMillan  v.  Quincey,  72  S.  E.  506,  137  Ga. 
63.  A  contract  terminated  by  a  sale  by  the  owner  to  one  with 
whom  the  agent  had  begun  negotiations  does  not  defeat  the 
broker's  right  to  commissions.    Sylvester  v.  Johnson,  110  Tenn. 
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392,  76  S.  W.  923 ;  U.  S.  Farm  Land  Co.  v.  Darter,  183  P.  696, 
—  Cal.  App.  — ;  Bitch  v.  Robertson,  106  A.  609,  —  Conn.  Sup. 
— ;  Brown  &  Peeples  v.  Stokes,  103  S.  E.  423,  —  Qa.  App.  — . 
Contra,  Quist  v.  Ooodfellow,  99  Minn.  509,  110  N.  W.  65.  Under 
a  contract  to  continue  until  withdrawn  in  writing,  a  deed  by  the 
owner  to  a  purchaser  was  held  not  equivalent  to  a  withdrawal. 
Kimmel  v.  Shelly,  130  Cal.  666,  62  Pac.  1067.  This  conflicts 
with  the  well  established  rule  that  a  sale  of  the  subject-matter 
of  the  agency  puts  an  end  to  the  agenf  s  employment. 

Where  a  purchaser  failed  to  make  payment,  and  the  owner 
declared  the  contract  at  an  end,  he  was  held  liable  to  the 
broker  for  his  commission.  Ward  v.  Cobb,  148  Mass.  518, 
20  N.  E.  174.  An  agency  once  terminated  is  not  revived  by 
subsequent  acts.  Moore  v.  Stone,  40  Iowa,  259.  A  revocation 
may  be  effected  by  notification  to  the  agent  in  writing  or  by 
parol,  even  where  power  was  given  by  deed,  or  be  implied  from 
circumstances.  Brookshire  v.  Brookshire,  8  Ired.  (N.  C.)  74. 
Where  an  agent  has  special  authority  to  do  only  a  particular 
act  no  notice  of  revocation  to  third  parties  is  necessary.  1  Par- 
sons on  Con.  71.  The  revocation  of  a  contract  with  a  broker,  after 
he  procures  a  purchaser,  does  not  operate  to  deprive  the  broker 
of  commissions.  Branch  v.  Moore,  84  Ark.  462,  105  S.  W.  1178 ; 
Bush  V.  ff iK,  62  111.  216 ;  Provident  T.  Co.  v.  Darraugh,  168  Ind. 
29,  78  N.  E.  1030;  Oillett  v.  Corum,  7  Kan.  156;  Shepwrd  v. 
Redden,  29  N.  J.  L.  334 ;  Reams  v.  Wilson,  147  N.  C.  304,  60 
S.  E.  1124.  The  revocation  of  a  contract  to  sell  follows  a  sale  by 
the  owner  and  no  notice  to  the  agent  is  necessary.  Wallace  v. 
Figone,  107  Mo.  App.  362,  81  S.  W.  492.  Compare,  Beams  v. 
Wilson,  147  N.  C.  304,  60  S.  E.  1124.  Where  a  broker  has  a 
certain  time  within  which  to  effect  a  sale,  the  principal  can  not 
defeat  his  right  to  compensation  by  revoking  the  agency  before 
the  expiration  of  the  time  specified.  Harrison  v.  Angerson,  116 
m.  App.  226 ;  Stamets  v.  Dennison,  193  Pa.  St.  648,  44  A.  676. 
Compare  Sec.  22 ;  Sill  v.  Ceschi,  140  P.  940,  167  Cal.  698 ;  Cald- 
well V.  Tannehill,  81  S.  E.  6,  117  Va.  11;  Smith  v.  Plant,  103  N. 
B.  68,  216  Mass.  91 ;  Dodge  v.  Childers,  161  S.  W.  749,  107  Mo. 
App.  448;  Reams  v.  Wilson,  60  S.  E.  1124,  147  N.  C.  304;  J.  L. 
Case  Threshing  Mach.  Co.  v.  Binns,  77  S.  E.  443,  —  Ga.  App.  — . 
Where  a  purchaser  is  unable  to  carry  out  his  contract,  the  con- 
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tract  mVd  the  broker  is  cancelled.  Biggs  t.  Tumbull,  105  Md. 
135,  66  A.  13,  8  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  824.  Authority  conferred  on 
a  partnerahip  to  sell  real  estate  is  terminated  on  the  dissolution 
of  the  partnership.  Larson  v.  Nswman  (N.  D.  Sup.  '09),  121 
N.  W.  202 ;  SckUm  v.  Engenbacher,  107  N.  E.  107,  266  111.  626, 
K  B.  A.  1915,  C.  576.  Dissolution  of  a  firm  of  brokers  did  not 
terminate  a  contract  giving  them  the  right  to  sell  land  for  a 
certain  commission,  where  their  dissolution  agreement  expressly 
continued  the  business  as  to  the  contract  involved.  Kendrick  v. 
Hansen,  170  P.  675,  —  Cal.  App.  — .  The  owner  of  a  lot,  who 
had  placed  it  in  a  broker's  hands  for  sale  wrote  him  that  she 
felt  at  liberty  to  withdraw  ''from  the  proposition  under  consid- 
eration," if  she  chose.  The  broker  replied  that  upon  receipt  of 
her  letter  he  had  seen  his  client,  but  could  not  make  the  deal,  and 
that  it  looked  like  the  matter  was  closed,  unless  she  would  accept 
a  lower  offer.  Held,  That  the  broker's  letter  terminated  the 
agency  at  the  time  of  mailing,  and  he  was  not  entitled  to  com- 
missions on  a  sale  of  the  lot  negotiated  by  him  next  day.  Jackson 
V.  Parrish,  157  Ala.  584,  47  S.  1014;  Hay  good  v.  Parrish,  157 
Ala.  584,  47  S.  1015. 

Under  the  stipulations  of  a  contract  listing  a  farm  with  the 
broker  for  sale,  that  if  the  farm  should  be  sold  by  the  owner, 
after  withdrawal  from  the  broker,  to  a  customer  to  whom  the 
broker  had  recommended  it,  or  who  had  learned  that  it  was 
for  sale,  directly  or  indirectly,  from  the  broker,  the  owner 
would  pay  a  designated  commission,  the  owner  is  liable  for 
the  commission  on  a  sale  to  a  customer  to  whom  the  broker 
recommended  the  farm,  whether  such  sale  was  effected,  in  whole 
or  in  part,  by  reason  of  such  recommendation  or  not.  Stroui  v. 
Hubbard  (Me.  Sup.  '08),  71  A.  1020;  Fifer  v.  Lewis,  183  HI. 
App.  349 ;  Provident  Trust  Co.  v.  DarrougJi,  78  N".  E.  1030,  168 
Ind.  20;  Ewan  v.  Power,  178  S.  W.  1092,  165  Ky.  806;  BuH  v. 
Stringfellow,  143  P.  234,  45  TTtah,  207;  Cannon  v.  Bates,  80 
S.  E.  581,  115  Va.  711;  Peters  v.  Holmes,  45  Pa,  Super.  Ct.  278; 
Ellison  V.  Chappell,  168  K  Y.  Supp.  376,  181  App.  Div.  263. 

Where  an  owner  employing  a  broker  to  procure  a  purchaser  of 
property  terminated  the  authority  of  the  broker,  after  receiving 
an  offer  from  the  person  with  whom  the  broker  was  negotiating, 
and  subsequently  dealt  directly  with  such  person,  and  made  a 
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sale  for  a  price  over  twice  as  much  as  the  ofiEer  to  the  broker, 
the  broker  was  not  entitled  to  commissions,  for  his  authority  had 
been  terminated  in  good  faith,  and  not  to  avoid  the  payment  of 
commissions.  Gardner  v.  Pierce,  116  N.  Y.  S.  155;  WcUJcer  y. 
Baldwin  &  Frick,  68  A.  25,  106  Md.  619.    Compare  Sec.  687a. 

Where  the  sub-agent  derives  his  authority  solely  from  the  agent 
no  notice  is  required  to  be  given  by  the  principal  to  the  sub-agent 
of  the  revocation  of  the  agenfs  authority;  but  where  the  sub- 
agent  was  appointed  by  and  with  the  authority  of  the  principal, 
he  is  the  agent  of  the  principal,  and  notice  should  be  given  to 
him  of  the  revocation  of  his  authority.    Mechem  on  Ag.,  Sec.  227. 

A  contract  giving  an  agent  the  exclusive  right  to  find  a  pur- 
chaser  for  a  farm  within  a  given  time  is  not  breached  by  a  sale 
by  the  owner  at  public  auction,  through  the  medium  of  an  auc- 
tioneer acting  under  his  immediate  direction.  Ingold  v.  Symons, 
111  N.  W.  802,  134  Iowa,  206.  An  agreement  by  the  president 
of  a  corporation  with  a  real  estate  broker  that,  so  long  as  he  re- 
mained president,  it  would  not  purchase  certain  tracts  of  land 
through  anyone  but  the  broker,  is  not  binding  upon  the  company 
after  the  resignation  of  the  president,  although  he  remained  a 
director  and  one  of  the  committee  in  charge  of  the  purchase  of 
that  property.  Foes  v.  N.  Y.  Cen.  &  H.  R.  B.  Co.,  146  N.  Y. 
Supp.  930,  161  App.  Div.  681 ;  judg.  afiPd  112  N.  E.  1059,  217 
N.  Y.  727.  Where  defendant  gave  plaintiff  authority  to  sell  land, 
and  when  plaintiff,  after  reasonable  effort,  failed  to  make  a  sale 
on  the  terms  specified,  defendant  withdrew  authority  in  good 
faith,  he  was  not  liable  to  plaintiff  for  a  commission  for  a  sale 
made  over  a  year  later  on  a  different  basis,  although  to  a  pur- 
chaser originally  introduced  by  plaintiff.  Bodine  v.  Penn  Lumber 
Co.,  194  S.  W.  226,  —  Ark.  Sup.  — .  A  broker  who  produces  a 
Syndicate  as  purchaser  within  the  time  fixed  is  not  entitled  to 
his  commission  where  only  one  of  the  members  of  the  syndicate 
had  signed  the  syndicate  agreement  prior  to  the  expiration  of  the 
broker's  agency.  Weitbrec  v.  Morris,  163  P.  1119,  —  Cal.  Art>. 
— .  Principal  selling  to  a  purchaser  produced  by  broker,  held 
liable  for  the  reasonable  value  of  broker's  services,  though  he  did 
not  know  the  purchase  was  so  induced.  Ford  v.  Cole,  195  S.  W. 
661,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — .  When  the  relation  between  principal 
and  broker  is  found  to  have  existed,  it  continues  until  the  agent 


THB  OONTBAOT  OF  AGENOT.  23 

in  dealing  with  principal's  property  notified  principal  he  desired 
to  deal  at  arm's  length  with  purchaser,  disclosing  all  facts  relat- 
ing to  the  snbject-matter  of  the  contract  while  the  agency  ex- 
isted. Clark  V.  Rogers  Foundry  &  Mfg,  Co.,  199  S.  W.  576,  — 
Mo.  App.  — .  Where  a  real  estate  agent  places  his  principal  in 
touch  with  purchaser,  and  thereafter  principal  terminates  agency 
and  completes  sale  to  such  purchaser,  agent  may  recover  his  com- 
mission. Johnson  ▼.  Columbia  Mer.  Trust  Co.,  201  S.  W.  365. 
Where  an  agent  in  good  faith  expends  time  and  labor,  but  has 
not  had  reasonable  opportunity  to  avail  himself  of  results,  prin- 
cipal can  not  terminate  agency  and  use  such  services  without 
compensating  the  agent.    Id. 

Sec.  16.    A  contract  coupled  with  an  interest. 

An  interest  in  the  land  itself,  as  distinguished  from  the  pro- 
ceeds of  it,  is  the  distinguishing  feature  of  a  power  coupled  with 
an  interest.  Hunt  v.  Bonsmanier,  8  Wheat.  (IJ.  S.)  174;  Beck  v. 
Howard,  178  N.  W.  579,  —  S.  D.  Sup.  — .  A  contract  was  held 
to  be  coupled  with  an  interest  where  a  broker  was  employed  to 
sell  land  procured  in  an  exchange,  the  services  rendered  by  him 
in  effecting  the  trade  being  in  part  the  consideration  for  the  sec- 
ond employment,  and  such  employment  could  not  be  revoked  at 
the  mere  pleasure  of  the  principal.  Bird  v.  Phillips,  115  Iowa, 
703,  87  N.  W.  414.  An  agent  to  receive  half  the  profits  for 
selling  land  is  given  an  interest  only  in  the  profits  of  the  land 
sold,  not  in  that  unsold.  Bickford  v.  Searles,  41  N.  Y.  S.  148, 
9  App.  Div.  158,  75  N".  Y.  St.  606.  Authority  to  retain  commis- 
sions from  the  purchase  money  is  not  a  power  coupled  with  an 
interest.  Hall  v.  Gamirill,  92  Fed.  32,  34  C.  C.  A.  190.  One 
authorized  to  lay  off  land  into  lots  and  sell,  the  proceeds  above  a 
certain  amount  to  be  divided  with  the  owner,  has  not  a  power 
coupled  with  an  interest.  Lemoyne  v.  Quimby,  70  111.  399 ;  Oreen 
T.  Cole,  103  Mo.  70,  15  S.  W.  317.  It  therefore  follows  that 
mere  commissions  to  be  earned  by  the  agent  in  selling  property 
do  not  constitute  an  agency  coupled  vrith  an  interest.  Rowan  v. 
Hull  65  W.  Va.  335,  47  S.  E.  92 ;  lAndheim  v.  Cen.  Nat.  Realty, 
etc.  Co.,  97  N.  Y.  S.  619,  111  App.  Div.  275;  Mueller  &  Martin 
Y.  Ooddard,  130  S.  W.  1083,  140  Ky.  238 ;  W.  B.  MaHin  &  Son 
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T.  Larnkin,  188  ni.  App.  431 ;  Chas^  v.  Chapman,  131  P.  615,  89 
Kan.  196 ;  Alexander  v.  Sherwood  Co.,  77  S.  E.  1037,  72  W.  Va. 
195,  49  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  985. 

Agreement  whereby  land  broker  was  given  the  exclusive  right 
to  sell  land  for  a  period  of  one  year,  in  consideration  of  an  ad- 
vancement of  money  wherewith  to  develop  and  advertise  the  land, 
and  whereby  broker  was  to  have  a  stipulated  share  of  the  profits, 
after  owner  received  a  specified  amount  of  proceeds  of  sale,  was 
not  an  agency  agreement  so  coupled  with  an  interest  as  to  make 
it  irrevocable.  Atlantic  Coast  Realty  Co.  v.  Toumsend,  98  S.  E. 
684,  —  Va.  Sup.  — . 

Sec.  17.    Speoial  oontraete  with  broken  for  the  sale  oi  real 
estate. 

To  entitle  a  broker  to  commissions  or  compensation  a  con- 
tract, express  or  implied,  is  necessary.  Castner  v.  Richardson, 
18  Colo.  496,  33  Pac.  163;  Day  v.  Hale,  60  111.  App.  115; 
Stephen  v.  Scott,  43  Ean.  285,  23  P.  555 ;  Thomas  v.  Merrifield, 
7  Kan.  App.  669,  53  Pac.  891 ;  Holden  v.  Stark,  159  Mass.  503, 
34  N.  E.  1069;  Brooks  v.  Leathers,  112  Mich.  463,  70  N.  W. 
1099;  Nolan  v.  Swift,  111  Mich.  56,  69  N.  W.  96;  Dovming  v. 
Buck,  135  Mich.  636,  98  N.  W.  388;  SteidI  v.  McClym^ds,  90 
Minn.  205,  95  N.  W.  906;  Crosby  v.  St,  Paid  Lake  Ice  Co., 
74  Minn.  82,  76  N.  W.  958;  Coffin  v.  UnxweUer,  34  Minn.  320; 
Kinder  v.  Pope,  106  Mo.  App.  506,  80  S.  W.  315;  WhUeley  v. 
Terry,  82  N.  Y.  S.  89,  83  App.  Div.  197 ;  McVicker  v.  Roche, 
77  N.  Y.  S.  501,  74  App.  Div.  397 ;  Fowler  v.  Hosche,  65  N.  Y. 
S.  638,  53  App.  Div.  327;  Whitehouse  v.  Drisler,  56  N.  Y.  S. 
95,  37  App.  Div.  525;  Von  Herrmann  v.  Wagner,  30  N.  Y.  S. 
991,  81  Hun,  431 ;  Johnson  v.  Whalen,  13  Okla.  320,  74  P.  503 ; 
Addison  v.  Wannam^ker,  185  Pa.  St.  536,  39  A.  1111 ;  Copeland 
V.  Stoneham  Tan,  Co,,  142  Pa.  St.  446,  21  A.  825;  Pipkin  v. 
Home  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '02),  68  S.  W.  1000;  Ehrinroth  v. 
Putman  (Tex  Civ.  App  W),  55  S.  W.  190;  Clammer  v.  Eddy, 
41  Colo.  236,  92  P.  722 ;  Goode  v.  Sears,  226  S.  W.  463,  —  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  — . 

Mere  consent  by  the  owner  to  the  rendition  of  the  services 
is  insuflBcient,  even  where  they  result  in  a  sale  or  exchange  of  the 
property,  where  the  services  were  unsolicited.    Merrill  v.  Lathan, 
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8  Colo.  App.  263,  45  P.  524;  Aiwater  v.  Lockwood,  39  Conn.  4^; 
Phelps  V.  HaU,  43  Colo.  255,  95  P.  925 ;  Viley  v.  Pettit,  96  Ky. 
576,  16  Ky.  K  B.  650,  286,  29  S.  W.  438;  Wilson  v.  Clark,  54 
Minn.  341,  56  N.  W.  40;  Pierce  v.  Thomas,  4  B.  D.  Smith  (N. 
Y.),  354;  Haase  v.  Schneider,  98  N.  Y.  S.  587,  112  App.  Div. 
336;  Goodspeed  v.  Robinson,  1  Hilt.  (N.  Y.),  423;  Goods  y. 
Sears,  226  S.  W.  463,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — .  Contm,  Kinder  v. 
Pope,  106  Mo.  App.  536,  80  S.  W.  315. 

A  person  acting  as  a  broker  in  the  sale  of  real  estate,  but 
not  employed  as  such,  will  not  be  entitled  to  recover  brokerage, 
unless  it  should  appear  that  the  seller  knew,  before  the  sale 
was  Gonsummated,  that  the  plaintiff  acted  as  a  broker.  link- 
ham  V.  Knox,  18  N.  Y.  S.  433,  afl'd  2  Miss.  Rep.  579,  21  N.  Y. 
S.  954;  PaUentine  v.  Mercer,  130  Mo.  App.  605,  109  S.  W.  1037. 

Where  a  broker  asks  and  obtains  the  price  of  land  from  the 
owner,  this,  without  more,  does  not  establish  an  employment 
of  agmcy.  Stephen  v.  BaOey,  149  Ala.  256,  42  S.  740 ;  Casiner 
V,  Richardson,  18  Colo.  496,  33  P.  163;  Denton  v.  Abrams,  105 
N.  Y.  S.  2,  120  App.  Div.  593;  WhUe  v.  Tempteton,  79  Tex. 
454,  15  S.  W.  483 ;  Dunn  v.  Price,,  87  Tex.  318,  28  S.  W.  681 ; 
Mesion  v.  Davies  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  96),  36  S.  W.  805;  Phelps  v. 
Hale,  43  Colo.  255,  95  P.  925. 

Merely  introducing  a  purchaser  to  the  owner  is  insufiScient 
to  create  a  contract  of  employment,  unless  his  character  as  agent 
was,  at  the  time,  disclosed  to  the  owner.  Keener  v.  Harrod,  2 
Md  63 ;  Stephens  v.  Bailey  &  Howa/rd,  42  S.  740,  149  Ala.  256. 
Contracts  with  brokers  for  the  sale  of  realty  are  pre- 
sumptively entered  into  in  good  faith,  and  courts  should 
protect  the  interests  according  to  the  true  meaning  of  the  con- 
tracts. Carder  v.  O'Neal,  176  Mo.  401,  75  S.  W.  764.  A  con- 
tract  to  sell  real  estate  may  be  created  by  a  letter  to  the  broker. 
Dekremen  v.  Clothier,  96  N.  Y.  S.  525,  109  App.  Div.  481; 
Jasper  v.  Wilson  (N.  M.  Sup.  '08),  94  P.  951;  Obenauer  v. 
Solomon,  151  Mich.  570,  115  N.  W.  696.  To  create  such  a 
contract  the  letter  must  be  specific  and  certain.  Fay  v.  SitUers, 
15  Okla.  171,  81  P.  426.  Where  an  owner  said  he  would  allow 
certain  commissions  to  a  broker  if  he  procured  a  purchaser  to 
whom  the  owner  would  be  willing  to  sell,  a  contract  was  estab- 
lished.    Oliver  v.  Katz,  131  Wis.  409,  111  N.  W.  509.    Unless 
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a  different  intention  clearly  appears,  authority  to  sell  will  be 
limited  to  authority  to  find  a  purchaser.  Brown  v.  OUpin^  75 
Kan.  773,  90  P.  267;  Ross  v.  Craven  (Neb.  Sup.  '09),  121  N. 
W.  451.  / 

A  contract  with  a  broker  for  six  months  to  sell  realty  provid- 
ing that,  "at  such  time  as  a  sale  shall  be  effected,"  a  commis- 
sion shall  be  paid,  does  not  entitle  the  broker  to  a  commission 
on  a  sale  by  the  owner,  unassisted  by  the  broker,  within  the 
time  named.  Davis  v.  Few  Tassel,  107  N.  Y.  S.  910.  Employ- 
ing a  broker  to  procure  a  purchaser  for  real  estate,  payment 
of  commissions  to  be  made,  "as  soon  as  a  deal  is  made  for 
making  such  contract  or  deal,"  citing  owner  to  a  prospective 
buyer,  or  being  instrumental  in  any  manner  whatever,  provided 
for  a  commission  on  making  a  sale  or  producing  a  purchaser. 
McDermott  v.  MaJioney,  115  N.  W.  32,  106  N.  W.  925,  139  Iowa, 
292,  afSrmed.  Finding  a  customer,  with  whom  the  principal 
concludes  a  contract  of  purchase,  does  not  give  any  right  to 
commissions,  unless  the  broker  was  the  procuring  cause  of  the 
transaction.  Qnimby  v.  Tedford,  4  Colo.  App.  210,  35  P.  276; 
Anderson  v.  Smythe^  1  Colo.  App.  253,  28  P.  478;  Babcock  v. 
Merritt,  1  Colo.  App.  84,  27  P.  882;  Neufeld  v.  Oren,  60  111. 
App.  350;  Waita  v.  Howard,  51  111.  App.  243;  Clark  v.  Nesder, 
60  111.  App.  550 ;  Collier  v.  Johnson,  23  Ky.  L.  R.  2453,  67  S. 
W.  830;  Taylor  v.  Martin,  109  La.  137,  33  S.  112;  Studer  v. 
Byson,  92  Minn.  388,  100  N.  W.  90 ;  Fraaicis  v.  Eddy,  49  Minn. 
447,  52  N.  W.  42;  Cathcart  v.  Bacon,  47  Minn.  34,  49  N.  W. 
331 ;  Putnam  v.  Howe,  39  Minn.  363,  40  N.  W.  258 ;  Armstrong 
V.  Wahn,  29  Minn.  126,  12  N.  W.  345 ;  McCrary  v.  Kellogg,  106 
Mo.  App.  597,  81  S.  W.  465;  Crowley  v.  Somerville,  70  Mo. 
App.  376;  Ramsey  v.  West,  31  Mo.  App.  676;  Frenzer  v.  Lee 
(Neb.  Sup.  '02),  90  N.  W.  914;  Wylie  v.  Marine  Nat.  Bk.,  61  N. 
Y.  415 ;  Phinney  v.  Chesebro,  87  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  409,  84  N.  Y.  S. 
449 ;  Johnson  v.  Lord,  54  N.  Y.  S.  922,  35  App.  Div.  325 ;  Ware 
V.  Dos  PassoSf  4  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  32,  38  N.  Y.  S.  673 ;  WooUey  v. 
Buhler,  73  Hun,  158,  25  N.  Y.  S.  1045;  South  v.  Seattle,  etc., 
R.  Co,,  72  Hun,  202,  25  N.  Y.  S.  368;  Hay  v.  Piatt,  66  Hun, 
488,  21  N.  Y.  S.  362 ;  White  v.  Twitchings,  26  Hun,  503 ;  Mara^ 
cella  V.  Odell,  3  Daly  (N.  Y.),  123;  Harris  v.  Boertnell,  2  Daly 
(N.  Y.),  189;  Woods  v.  Barton,  47  N.  Y.  S.  184,  21  Misc.  326; 
Randruff  v.  Schroeder,  46  N.  Y.  S.  943,  21  Misc.  52 ;  Burke  v. 
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Pfefer,  68  N".  T.  S.  799,  34  Misc.  774;  Brawn  v.  Shelion  (Tex. 
CSt.  App,  '93),  23  S.  W.  483;  Stevenson  Co.  v.  Oppenheimer,  104 
A.  88,  —  ST.  J.  Snp.  — .    See  also  Sec.  446. 

A  letter  written  to  a  broker  advising  him  that  if  he  could 
purchase  certain  described  real  estate  the  signer  thought  he 
would  be  ready  to  purchase  the  same  on  the  succeeding  Mon- 
day at  a  specified  price  was  not  a  sufficient  note  or  memorandum 
of  a  contract  to  employ  a  broker  to  purchase  the  property  re- 
quired by  Civil  Code,  section  1624.  Logan  v.  McMvllen,  4  Cal. 
App.  154,  87  P.  285. 

A  broker  mailed  to  his  client  a  blank  contract  of  employment 
for  his  signature,  containing  the  price,  terms  of  sale,  and  a 
stipulation  for  five  per  cent,  commissions  The  owner  did  not 
sign  the  contract,  but  wrote  that  the  broker  might  sell  to  any 
person  not  an  Armenian.  Held,  that  the  owner's  reply  was  an 
express  acceptance  bf  each  of  the  terms  of  the  contract  sub- 
mitted, including  the  rate  of  commission.  Baird  y.  Loescher,  98 
P.  49  (Cal.  App.  '08). 

Defendant  having,  before  acceptance,  withdrawn  his  offer  for 
the  purchase  of  land  carried  by  plaintiff  on  his  books  for  sale 
for  the  owner,  no  promise  or  word  with  reference  to  the  pay- 
ment of  commissions  by  defendant  being  shown,  is  not  liable  for 
commissions.    Donnelly  v.  Chetejian,  115  N.  Y.  S.  125. 

Plaintiff  having  a  second  mortgage  on  a  mill,  the  owner  of 
which  offered  him  ten  per  cent  commission  for  selling  it,  told  de- 
fendant that  if  he  would  sell  the  mill  he  could  have  the  commis- 
sion, which  the  owner  would  pay,  was  not  liable  for  the  commis- 
sion, Edwards  v.  Rich,  180  S.  W.  415,  —  Mo.  App.  — .  Con- 
tract contained  in  letters  authorizing  a  broker  to  sell  farm  lands, 
held  to  fix  a  specified  price  at  which  the  broker  might  sell  and 
to  hold  good  for  six  months,  providing  the  owner  did  not  in  the 
meantime  make  a  sale  himself,  which  right  was  expressly  re- 
served. Wing  V.  Davis,  215  S.  W.  636,  —  Ark.  Sup.  — .  The 
ordinary  rule  that  a  real  estate  agent  is  entitled  to  his  commission 
when  he  procures  a  purchaser  ready,  willing  and  able  to  buy,  or 
when  he  brings  the  buyer  and  seller  together,  who  make  a  bargain 
on  different  terms  than  those  theretofore  dictated  to  agent,  does 
not  apply  where  his  commission  is  governed  by  a  special  contract 
between  himself  and  his  principal.    Earr  v«  Moffett,  185  P.  890, 
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le.  den.  187  P.  683,  —  Ean.  Sup.  — .  An  agreement  by  a  real 
estate  broker  to  procure  a  purchaser  implies  that  the  purchaser 
shall  be  able  to  buy,  or  that  the  seller  and  purchaser  must  be 
bound  to  each  other  in  a  valid  contract.  McCartney  v.  Shares, 
188  P.  663,  —  Okl.  Sup.  — . 

See.  18.    Authority  conferred  on  real  estate  tookan  and 
agenta* 

One  buying  from  a  non-resident  owner,  through  a  real  estate 
broker,  is  bound  to  ascertain  his  authority  and  the  correspondence 
by  which  it  is  established.  Merritt  y.  Wasenich,  49  Fed.  785; 
Svllivant  v.  Jahren,  71  Kan.  127,  79  P.  1071;  Mechem  on  Ag., 
sees.  276,  288,  290 ;  El  Reno  Grocery  Co.  v.  Stocking,  127  N.  E. 
642,  —  111.  Sup.  — .  Authority  to  negotiate  a  sale  to  one  per- 
son, on  particular  terms,  is  insufiScient  to  authorize  a  subsequent 
sale  to  a  different  person.  Oraves  v.  Horton,  38  Minn.  66,  35 
N.  W.  568;  compare  Smith  v.  May  field,  60  111.  App.  266.  A 
letter  from  a  principal  is  sufBcient  authority  for  the  agent  to  sell 
according  to  its  terms.  Stadelman  v.  Fitzgerald,  14  Neb.  290; 
Montgomery  v.  Amster  (T.  C.  A.  '09),  122  S.  W.  307;  West  v. 
Mills,  82  N.  Y.  S.  473,  83  App.  Div.  629;  Johnson  v.  Huler 
(Ean.  Sup.  '09),  103  P.  99.  Authority  to  sell  for  cash  and  time 
does  not  warrant  a  sale  for  more  cash  and  less  time.  Speer  v. 
Craig,  16  Colo.  478,  27  Pac.  891;  Taylor  v.  Read  (Tex.  C.  A. 
'08),  113  S.  W.  191;  McFadden  v.  Crisler,  213  S.  W.  912,  — 
Tenn.  Sup.  — .  Authority  to  sell  for  half  cash  is  complied 
with  by  a  sale  for  cash  on  delivery  of  the  deed.  With- 
erell  v.  Murphy,  147  Mass.  417,  18  N.  E.  215.  Without  special 
authority  an  agent  to  collect  rents  can  not  pay  a  debt  of  his 
principal.  PhUlips  v.  Belden,  2  Edw.  (N.  Y.)  Ch.  1.  Author- 
ity to  locate  and  survey  land  confers  no  authority  to  sell.  Moore 
V.  Lockett,  2  Bibb.  (Ky.)  67.  Authority  to  sell  and  convey 
lands  for  cash,  includes  authority  in  the  agent  to  receive  pay- 
ment of  the  purchase  money.  Yerby  v.  Origshy,  9  Leigh.  (Va.) 
387.  Compare  Halsell  v.  Renfrew,  14  Old.  674,  78  Pac.  118, 
affirmed  202  U.  S.  287.  Authority  to  make  contracts  for  the 
sale  of  lands  authorized  the  agent  to  receive  so  much  money 
as  is  paid  in  hand  on  the  sale,  as  an  incident  to  the  power  of 
sale.     Yerby  v.  Origsby,  9  Leigh  (Va.),  387. 
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An  agent  to  sell  lands  on  credit  has  no  authority  to  receive 
paymenty  nor  before  dne,  nor  in  anything  but  money.  Mann 
V.  Robinson,  19  W.  Va.  49.  An  agent  has  no  authority  to  give 
an  extension  of  time  to  the  purchaser  to  make  a  payment. 
Oerrish  v.  Maker,  70  HI.  470.  Authority  to  employ  lawyers 
to  secure  the  right  and  title  of  the  principal  to  certain  land, 
does  not  authorize  a  conveyance  of  half  of  the  land  to  them 
for  their  services  and  for  their  agreeing  to  provide  for  the  ex- 
penses of  a  suit  to  confirm  the  title,  and,  in  case  of  success, 
to  pay  to  them  a  certain  sum  in  addition.  Blum  v.  Robert  son, 
24  Cal.  128.  An  agent  appointed  to  rent  and  care  for  real 
estate  has  no  authority,  in  his  own  name,  to  recover  possession 
from  the  holder  of  a  tax  title.  McHenry  v.  Painter,  58  Iowa, 
365.  An  agent  authorized  to  enter  into  a  written  contract  for 
the  sale  of  real  estate  can  not  enter  into  a  verbal  agreement 
therefor.  Barmig  v.  Peirce,  5  Watts  &  S.  (Pa.)  548.  To  sell 
in  lots  does  not  authorize  a  sale  otherwise,  and,  if  made,  the 
same  will  be  set  aside.     Rice  v.  Tavenier,  8  Minn.  248. 

The  receipt  of  an  agent,  authorized  to  sell  and  convey  land, 
who  enters  into  a  contract  for  his  principal  with  a  purchaser, 
binds  his  principal.  Peck  v.  Harriott,  6  Serg.  &  R.  (Pa,)  146. 
Authority  of  an  agent  to  sell  a  lot  for  $5,500  net,  does  not 
support  a  sale  for  $5,500  gross,  made  nine  months  after  when 
the  property  has  greatly  advanced  in  value.  Wassweyler  v. 
Martin,  78  Wis.  59,  46  N.  W.  890;  Colvin  v.  BUknchard,  106 
S.  W.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  W)  323;  Schmidt  v.  Chittenden,  98 
P.  48  (Cal.  App.  '08).  A  letter  from  a  principal  to  his  agent 
stating,  *'I  am  glad  you  have  sold  the  88  acres;  now,  sell  the 
40,"  is  not,  under  the  Missouri  statute,  an  authorization  in 
writing  for  the  sale  of  the  additional  forty  acres.  Johnson  v. 
Fecht,  185  Mo.  335,  83  S.  W.  1077.  And  a  letter  by  a  principal 
to  his  agent  stating,  "I  am  just  in  receipt  of  your  favor  of 
the  5th  inst.  regarding  sale  of  the  40-acre  tract  of  land,  and 
in  reply  would  say  as  follows:  Have  deed  made  out  and  sent 
to  me  for  signing,  as  I  can  not  say  definitely  when  I  will  be 
able  to  return,"  etc.,  the  letter  of  the  agent  replied  to,  without 
disclosing  the  name  of  the  proposed  vendee,  stated  that  the 
agent  had  sold  the  forty  acres  on  the  south  side  of  the  railroad 
for  $1,000,  and  that  ''this  completes  the  sale  of  the  whole  tract 
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for  $4,000, ' '  and  concluded  by  asking  whether  they  shotdd  send 
the  deed  to  be  executed,  or  whether  he  would  soon  be  home. 
Held,  That  the  principal's  letter  was  insufScient  to  constitute  a 

written  ratification  of  the  sale.  Johnson  v.  Fecht,  185  Mo.  335, 
83  S.  W.  1077. 

A  contract  of  sale  executed  by  a  broker  under  stale  authority 
wiU  not  be  specifically  enforced.  Hall  v.  OambriU,  92  Fed.  32, 
34  C.  C.  A.  190.  An  agreement  by  a  broker  to  give  a  pur- 
chaser possession  in  ninety  days  was  beyond  the  scope  of  his 
authority.  Hopkins  v.  Everly,  150  Pa.  St.  117,  24  A.  624,  30 
Weekly  Notes  Cas.  393.  Power  to  sell  any  or  all  of  constitu- 
ent's real  estate,  authorizes  the  sale  of  that  acquired  subse- 
quently. Fay  V.  Winchester,  4  Mete.  (Mass.)  513;  BurJcey  v. 
Jiidd,  22  Minn.  287.  Power  to  sell  all  land  the  principal  has 
not  conveyed,  authorizes  the  sale  of  that  sold  but  not  con- 
veyed. Mitchell  V.  Maupin,  3  T.  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  185.  In  Illi- 
nois a  power,  not  under  seal,  will  authorize  the  attorney  to 
sell  but  not  to  convey  the  land.  Watson  v.  Sherman,  84  111. 
263,  267.  A  broker  authorized  to  sell,  partly  for  cash  and 
partly  on  time,  has  discretion  to  determine  the  amount  of  the 
cash  payment.  Taylor  v.  Cox  (Tex.  Supreme  '87),  7  S.  W.  69. 
If  an  agent  be  authorized  in  fact,  though  inoperative  in  law  to 
bind  his  principal,  no  recovery  can  be  had  against  the  agent 
Thomson  v.  Davenport,  2  Smith's  L.  C.  366;  Walker  v.  Bk.  of 
8t.  N,  Y.,  9  N.  Y.  582 ;  Sheffield  v.  Ladue,  16  Minn,  388 ;  Duncan 
V.  Niles,  32  111.  532;  Seery  v.  Socks,  29  111.  313;  Ahbey  v. 
Chase,  6  Cush.  (Mass.)  54;  Leronx  v.  Brown,  12  C.  B.  (Eng.) 
801;  Aspinwall  v.  Torrence,  1  Lans.  (N.  Y.)  381;  Smont  v. 
Illory,  10  M,  &  W.  (Eng.)  1.  The  mere  insertion  in  an  instru- 
ment, without  consideration,  that  it  is  irrevocable,  is  inopera^ 
tive.  Walker  v.  Denison,  86  111.  162.  Authority,  in  writing, 
left  with  an  agent  after  revocation  may,  by  its  exercise,  bind 
the  principal  as  to  third  persons  without  notice.  Beard  v.  Kirk, 
11  N,  H.  397. 

A  sale  by  a  broker  at  $1,500,  one  month  after  he  said  he 
could  not  sell  at  that  price  and  asked  for  lower  terms,  was 
without  authority.  Matthews  v.  Sowle,  12  Neb.  398.  Abbreviar 
tions  used  in  the  authority  to  an  agent,  easily  understood  bgr 
those  familiar  with  land  titles,  did  not  make  the  authority  void 
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for  nnoertainty.  Meline  y.  Buffino,  129  Cal.  514^  62  P.  93. 
A  letter  to  an  agent  to'  sell  real  estate,  the  buyer  to  pay  the 
eommissionSy  is  sufficient  authority  to  sell  on  the  terms  stated. 
Weauer  v.  Snively,  73  Neb.  35,  102  N.  W.  77.  Proof  of  an- 
thority  to  make  a  Joan  does  not  give  authority  to  collect  the 
principal  or  interest.  Ortmeier  v.  Ivory,  208  III.  577,  70  N.  E. 
665.  Ordinarily  the  authority  of  an  agent  terminates  on  the 
death  of  the  principal.  Kyle  v.  Oaff,  105  Mo.  App.  672,  78  S. 
W.  1047.  A  real  estate  agent  is  bound  by  the  precise  terms 
of  his  contract,  and  the  principal  is  not  bound  by  departures 
therefrom.  Balkene  v.  Searle,  116  Iowa,  374,  89  N.  W.  1087; 
Campbell  y.  Chase  (Kan.  Sup.  '08),  96  P.  949;  In  re  FairmaufU 
Cab  Co.  (Com.  PL),  9  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  R.  201;  Eagler  v.  Ferguson 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.  '08),  111  S.  W.  673;  Jones  v.  HaUeday,  2 
App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  279.  A  contract,  in  writing,  was  held  to 
be  insufficient  in  failing  to  state  the  amount  of  the  commissions 
to  be  paid  to  the  broker.  Zimmerman  v.  Zahender,  164  Ind. 
466,  73  N.  E.  920 ;  Fooie  v.  Bobbins,  50  Wash.  277,  97  P.  103. 

In  New  York  a  contract  to  sell  real  estate  signed  by  a  son, 
by  direction  of  the  father,  was  held  insufficient  to  confer  au- 
thority upon  the  broker.  Cohen  v.  Boccuzzio,  86  N.  Y.  S.  187, 
42  Misc.  544.  Compare  Sec.  74.  A  contract  of  sale  made  by  an 
agent  in  excess  of  his  authority  is  not  binding  on  his  prin- 
cipal. Strong  v.  Ross,  33  Ind.  App.  586,  71  N.  E.  918 ;  Staten 
V.  Hammer,  121  Iowa,  499,  96  N.  W.  964;  Fleming  v.  Bwhe, 
122  Iowa,  433,  98  N.  W.  288;  HagUr  v.  Ferguson  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.  '08),  111  S.  W.  673. 

A  broker  has  no  implied  authority  to  bind  the  principal  by 
signing  a  contract  of  sale,  nor  to  fix  the  terms,  nor  materially 
to  change  the  terms  without  the  principal's  consent.  SuUivant 
V.  Jahren,  71  Kan.  127,  79  P.  1071;  Larson  v.  O'Hara,  107  N. 
W.  821,  98  Minn.  71 ;  Hardizer  v.  Columbia,  50  Wash.  405,  97 
P.  790 ;  Hutchins  v.  Westheimer,  51  Wash.  539,  99  P.  577.  An 
agent  in  whose  hands  lands  are  placed  for  sale,  is  not  thereby 
authorized  to  sign  a  contract  of  sale.  Jones  v.  Howard,  234  HI. 
404,  84  N.  E.  1041 ;  Bowland  v.  Ball,  106  N.  Y.  S.  55,  121  App. 
Div.  459;  Keim  v.  O'Reilly,  54  N.  J.  Eq.  418,  34  A.  1073;  Sten^ 
gel  v.  Sergeant  (N.  J.  Eq.),  '08,  68  A  1106;  Ettinger  v.  Weaih- 
erhead,  29  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  R.  137:  Gault  Lumber  Co.  v.  Pylea 
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(Okla.  Supreme  '07),  92  P.  176;  Colvin  v.  Blanckard  (Texas 
Supreme  '07),  106  S.  W.  323;  WaUon  v.  Milliken,  27  App.  (D. 
C.)  500;  Syllisin  v.  Hanson,  48  Wash.  608,  94  P.  187;  Flyd 
V.  Bowling  (Or.  Sup.  '09),  102  P.  178;  Light  v.  Daggett  (S.  D. 
Sup.  '09),  121  N.  W.  862;  Lawson  v.  King  (Wash.  Sup.  '09), 
104  P.  1118. 

A  broker  to  sell  lands  has  no  authority  to  collect  or  to  receive 
the  purchase  price;  and  a  purchaser  who  pays  him,  without  ask- 
ing for  his  written  authority,  does  so  at  his  risk.  Halsell  t.  Ren- 
frow,  14  Okla.  674,  78  P.  118,  afPd  202  U.  S.  287;  Edwards  t. 
Kilgore,  68  S.  888,  192  Ala.  343 ;  Spanagle  v.  Maple  Grove  Land 
&  Live  Stock  Co.,  177  N.  W.  164,  —  Neb.  Sup.  — ;  Feitz  t.  Goet- 
tier,  181  N.  Y.  Supp.  956.  Compare  Yerby  v.  Origeby,  9  Leigh 
(Ya.),  387.  Authority  to  a  broker  to  sell  and  bind  the  owner 
by  a  contract  must  be  certain  and  specific  as  to  terms  and  de* 
scription.  Gault  Lumber  Co.  y.  Pyles  (Okla.  Supreme  '07),  92 
P.  175.  Authority  to  sell  land  for  cash  and  on  long  time  did  not 
authorize  the  broker  to  make  the  notes  for  deferred  payments 
payable  on  or  before  certain  dates.  Colvin  v.  Blanckard  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.  '07),  106  S.  W.  323.  Authority,  in  writing,  to  sell  for 
$19,000,  to  net  the  owner  18,000,  was  held  to  authorize  the  agent 
to  execute  a  contract  of  sale.  Id.  A  broker  authorized  to  sell 
for  $8,000,  3,000  cash,  is  entitled  to  conmiissions  on  finding  one 
willing  to  pay  cash  on  delivery  of  the  deed.  Goes  v.  Broom,  31 
Minn.  484. 

In  the  absence  of  special  authority  a  broker  has  no  power 
to  conclude  a  contract  for  the  purchase  and  sale  of  lands.  Ham- 
ilton V.  Cutis,  6  Mackey  (D.  C),  208;  Ryan  v.  McGee,  2  Mackey 
(D.  C),  17;  Coleman  v.  Garrigue,  17  Barber  (N.  T.),  60;  Hal- 
sey  V.  Monterio,  92  Va.  581,  24  S.  E.  258 ;  McCuUough  v.  Hitch- 
cock, 71  Conn.  401,  42  A.  81;  Campbell  v.  Galloway,  148  Ind. 
440,  47  N.  E.  818;  Balkeme  v.  Searles,  116  Iowa,  374,  89  N. 
W.  1087;  Dickman  v.  Updike  (N.  J.  Err.  &  App.  '01),  49  A. 
712 ;  Armstrong  v.  Loujc,  76  Cal.  616,  18  P.  758 ;  Jones  v.  HaUa- 
day,  2  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  277;  Mannix  v.  Hildreth,  2  App.  Cas. 
(D.  C.)  259;  Roach  v.  Coe,  1  E.  D.  Smith  (N.  T.),  175:  Brand- 
rup  V.  Britton,  11  N.  D.  376,  92  N.  W.  453;  Carstens  v.  Mc- 
Beavy,  1  Wash.  359  25  P.  471 ;  Keim  v.  Lindley,  54  N.  J.  Eq. 
418,  30  A.  1063 ;  Lee  v.  Lloyd,  181  N.  Y.  Supp.  295. 
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A  leal  estate  broker  employed  to  find  a  purchaser  is  not  an- 
thorized  to  execute  a  contract  of  sale  in  behalf  of  his  principal; 
his  anthority  is  limited  to  the  power  of  finding  a  purchaser 
satisfactory  to  the  principal^  where  there  is  no  stipulation, 
express  or  implied,  to  the  contrary.  Buienherg  y.  Main,  47 
Cal.  213;  Bundle  y.  Cutting,  18  Colo.  337,  32  P.  994;  MaUme 
T.  McCullaugh,  15  Colo.  460,  24  P.  1040 ;  Johnson  y.  Dodge,  17 
BL  433;  OilbeH  y.  Baxter,  71  Iowa,  327,  32  N.  W.  364;  Stillman 
T.  Fitzgerald,  37  Minn.  186,  33  N.  W.  564;  Scull  y.  Brontim,  55 
N.  J.  Eq.  489,  37  A.  740;  aBeilly  y.  Keim,  64  N.  J.  Eq.  418, 
34  A.  1073;  Edwards  y.  Davidson  (Tex.  CiY.  App.  '04),  79  S.  W. 
48;  Kramer  y.  Blair,  88  Ya.  456,  13  S.  E.  914;  Davis  y.  Gordon, 
87  Va.  559,  13  S.  E.  35;  Cox  y.  CTialfant,  181  P.  548,  —  Kan. 
Sup.  — ;  Slater  v.  Bauer,  185  P.  864,  —  CaL  App.  — ;  Wiggam 
Y.  Skouse,  185  P.  896,  —  Ean.  Sup.  — . 

Whfle  it  is  true  that  the  power  to  sign  the  name  of  the 
principal  may  be  giYen  verbally,  the  words  used  for  the  pur- 
pose should  be  distinct  and  clear  in  their  meaning  and  import, 
and  should,  with  the  requisite  degree  of  certainty,  manifest 
the  intention  of  the  principal  to  do  something  more  than  merely 
to  employ  a  broker.    Duffy  v.  Hobson,  40  CaL  240. 

Where  an  agent  is  employed  to  secure  a  purchaser  for  real 
estate  within  a  certain  time,  for  certain  commissions,  he  can 
not  recover  unless  he  furnishes  a  purchaser  within  that  time. 
Ice  V.  Maxwell,  61  West  Va.  9,  55  S.  E.  899. 

Laws  of  1893,  p.  161,  provides  that  in  cities  of  300,000  in- 
habitants or  more,  any  person  who  shall  offer  for  sale  any  real 
proi>er1y,  without  the  written  authority  of  the  owner  of  such 
property,  etc.,  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor.  De- 
fendants, husband  and  wife,  at  plaintiff's  request,  delivered 
to  plaintiff  a  written  option  prepared  by  defendants,  whereby 
they  agreed  to  sell  certain  property  for  a  given  price  and  on 
the  day  following,  defendant's  wife,  the  owner  of  the  proi)- 
erty,  offered  in  writing  to  pay  plaintiff  a  certain  commission 
on  a  sale  at  the  price  named.  Heldf  that  the  two  writings,  when 
construed  together,  authorized  plaintiff  to  sell  the  property. 
HMrook-BlackweU  B.  E.  Co.  v.  Hartman,  128  Mo.  App.  228, 
106  S.  W.  1115. 

The  ordinary  authority  of  a  real  estate  agent  to  sell  land 
is  simply  to  find  a  purchaser,  he  having  iko  power  to  bind  his 
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principal  hy  a  contract  of  sale,  unless  it  appears  that  it  was 
intended  to  confer  upon  him  snch  additional  authority.  Stem-- 
ler  V.  Bass,  153  Gal.  79,  96  P.  809 ;  Weaiherhead  v.  EUinger,  78 
0.  S.  104,  84  N.  E.  598;  Foss  Inv.  Co.\.  Tier,  49  Wash.  446, 
95  P.  1017. 

Ordinarily  a  broker  has  no  implied  authority  to  buy  or  sell 
the  property  of  another  in  his  own  name.  Reed  v.  Light,  170 
Ind.  550,  85  N.  E.  9 ;  Fort  ▼.  Cummins,  128  N.  E.  624,  —  Ind. 
App.  — . 

Though  the  expression  '^to  sell''  is  sometimes  used  in  the 
sense  of  an  executed  contract  of  sale,  or  an  agreement  to  sell, 
as  defined  by  Civil  Code,  Sec.  1727,  the  expression,  when  used 
in  a  contract  giving  a  real  estate  broker  the  exclusive  right 
''to  sell"  real  estate,  has  acquired  a  restricted  meaning,  and, 
standing  alone,  the  words  "to  sell"  are  not  sufficient  to  au- 
thorize the  broker  to  enter  into  a  contract  of  sale  binding  the 
owner.    Bacon  v.  Davis,  9  Cal.  App.  65,  98  P.  71. 

Where  a  broker's  contract  of  authority  authorized  him  to 
negotiate  for  a  sale  of  the  lands  in  question  at  $5  per  acre  for 
thirty  days,  and  the  owners  bound  themselves  to  execute  good 
conveyances  to  such  purchasers  as  the  broker  might  produce,  on 
payment  of  the  price,  the  term  ** negotiate"  imported  authority 
on  the  part  of  the  broker  to  make  a  binding  sale  agreement  and 
the  contract  therefore  did  not  limit  the  authority  to  find  a  pur- 
chaser ready  and  able  to  pay  the  price.  Combes  v.  AdamSf  63 
S.  E.  186;  Combes  v.  Stewart,  150  N.  C.  64 

An  agent  employed  to  sell  real  estate,  and  not  authorized  to 
execute  a  contract  of  sale  or  an  instrument  of  conveyance,  is 
only  an  agent  to  find  a  buyer.  Manker  v.  Tough  (Ean.  Sup. 
'08),  98  P.  792. 

Where  before  the  time  limited  for  selling  the  property  ex- 
pired, the  broker  requested  an  extension 'of  time,  which  the 
principal  refused,  the  fact  that  in  doing  so  he  stated  to  the 
broker  that  he  hoped  that  he  would  sell  the  property,  and  that 
he  would  be  glad  to  assist  him,  did  not  confer  an  authority 
upon  the  broker  to  sell  the  property  after  the  expiration  of  the 
time  limited.  La  Force  v.  Wash.  Vmv.^  106  Mo.  App.  517, 
81  S.  W.  209. 

Under  the  Code  defining  ^^sell"  as  a  contract  by  which  one 
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engages  for  a  price  to  transfer  to  another  a  certain  thing,  etc., 
an  instroment  executed  by  an  owner  employing  a  broker  to 
procure  a  purchaser  of  real  estate,  which  recites  that  in  con- 
sideration of  the  services  of  the  broker  the  owner  authorizes 
him  ^'to  sell  for  me,  in  my  name,  and  receipt  for  deposit  there- 
on,'' for  a  specified  time,  the  property  described,  for  a  price 
fixed,  and  agrees  to  ''sell  and  convey  by  a  good  .  .  .  grant," 
etc,  gives  the  broker  authority  to  contract  for  the  sale  to  a 
purchaser  procured  by  him.  Bacon  v.  Davis,  9  CaL  App.  65, 
98  P.  71. 

Where  a  broker's  contract  of  authority  authorized  him  to 
negotiate  for  a  sale  of  the  land  in  question  at  $5  per  acre  for 
thirty  days,  and  the  owners  bound  themselves  to  execute  good 
conveyances  to  such  purchasers  as  the  brokers  might  produce, 
on  payment  of  the  price,  the  term  "negotiate*'  imported  au- 
thority on  the  part  of  the  brokers  to  make  a  binding  contract 
of  sale,  and  the  contract  did  not  therefore  limit  their  authority 
to  finding  a  purchaser  ready,  able  and  willing  to  pay  the  price. 
Combes  v.  Adams,  150  N.  C.  64,  63  S.  E.  186. 

An  agency  to  sell  land  confers  authority  to  sell  only  for  cash, 
and  the  agent  who  produces  a  buyer  on  different  terms  is  not 
entitled  to  any  commission.  Dreyfus  v.  Richardson,  130  P.  161, 
20  Cal.  App.  800 ;  Anderson  &  Rowley  v.  Howard,  155  N.  W.  261, 
175  Iowa,  4. 

A  broker,  in  the  absence  of  special  authority,  can  not  bind  his 
principal,  the  seller,  to  send  a  deed  to  a  certain  bank  for  de- 
liveiy,  or  agree  that  payment  shall  be  made  there  and  not  at  the 
principal's  residence.    Id. 

PlaintifPs  rights  under  a  contract  to  purchase  land  from  de- 
fendant were  unaffected  by  defendant's  brokers'  act  in  agreeing 
to  sell  to  a  third  person,  where  they  were  not  authorized  to  sell ; 
defendant  did  not  ratify  their  agreement,  and  was  not  estopped 
to  deny  their  authority  before  plaintiffs  communicated  their  ac- 
ceptance of  defendant's  offer.  Wilson  v.  White,  119  P.  895,  161 
CaL  453. 

Parties  who  deal  with  a  real  estate  broker  with  knowledge  he 
was  selling  lands  as  agent  for  the  owner  were  under  duty  to  as- 
certain the  nature  and  extent  of  the  broker's  authority,  and 
whether  he  had  been  empowered  to  contract  in  writing  for  the 
Bale  of  lands.  Crumpacher  v.  Jeffry,  115  N".  E.  62,  —  Ind. 
App.  — . 
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A  broker  selling  realty  has  no  authority  to  make  representa- 
tions which  confer  easements  on  a  purchaser  not  granted  by  the 
contract.  Phillips  v.  Wesi  Bockaway  Land  Company,  163  N.  Y. 
Supp.  993,  177  App.  Div.  260.  Where  defendant  authorized  a 
broker  to  sell,  he  could  not  bind  defendant  to  sell  in  the  ab- 
sence of  specific  authorization  in  writing.  Stark  y.  Rogers,  169 
P.  146,  —  Colo.  Sup.  — . 

A  broker  authorized  to  sell  land  and  required  to  complete  a 
sale  before  a  certain  date,  and  whose  contract  with  the  purchaser 
required  the  latter  to  deliver  notes  and  mortgages  within  thirty 
days  after  delivery  of  abstracts  of  title  to  him,  which  was  later 
than  the  date  fixed,  did  not  conform  to  the  broker's  authority 
within  Park's  Ann.  Civil  Code,  sec  3587.  Huson  v.  Damson 
Naval  Stores  Jk  Lumber  Co.,  98  S.  E.  186,  —  Oa.  App.  — .  An 
agenfs  authority  to  sell  real  estate  must  be  specific,  and  is  gen- 
erally closely  construed,  and  the  purchaser  must  know  that  the 
seller  is  acting  as  agent  and  not  as  principal,  and  must  become 
aware  of  the  agenfs  authority,  and  where  limited  to  sell  at  a 
fixed  price  per  acre,  the  purchaser  must  know  that  the  agent  is 
without  authority  to  make  a  contract  for  sale  giving  the  pur- 
chaser an  unreasonable  time  to  consxmimate  the  deal.  McFadden 
V.  Crisler,  213  S.  W.  912,  —  Tenn.  Sup.  — . 

Where  an  agent  to  sell  land  had  authority  from  the  purchaser 
procured  by  him  to  sign  the  contract  for  such  purchaser,  the 
president  of  the  seller  corporation  could  make  no  valid  objection 
to  consummating  the  deal  on  the  ground  of  lack  of  authority  of 
the  agent  to  sell  to  sign  for  the  purchaser.  Wales-Biggs  Planta- 
tions V.  Pumphrey,  217  S.  W.  783,  —  Ark.  Sup.  — . 

Where  a  real  estate  agent  fixed  the  selling  price  of  land,  and 
gave  it  to  a  sub-agent  to  be  given  to  possible  purchasers,  it  was 
within  the  scope  of  the  sub-agenf  s  employment  to  represent  that 
this  was  the  lowest  price  the  owner  would  take.  Estes  v.  Crosby, 
177  N.  W.  512,  —  Wis.  Sup.  — .  Where  a  broker's  contract  is 
silent  as  to  the  terms  of  payment,  the  broker's  authority  is  im- 
pliedly limited  to  the  making  of  a  cash  sale.  Shuck  v.  Conway, 
179  N.  W.  434,  —  Iowa  Sup.  — • 
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See.  10.    Nudum  psctam,  a  oontnct  to  be  effectiTe  must  be 
based  npon  a  consideratioiL 

A  contract  by  a  person  having  no  interest  in  the  transaction, 
to  pay  a  commission  if  a  sale  is  effected/ is  void,  unless  sup- 
ported by  a  consideration.  Smyth  v.  Mackf  19  N.  T.  S.  347,  64 
Hun,  639.  Release  of  an  existing  indebtedness  for  commissions, 
due  in  a  mutual  contract  for  the  sale  of  land,  is  a  new  contract 
and  must  be  based  on  a  consideration,  and  an  oral  statement 
by  the  agent  that  he  claims  no  commissions  is  not  therefore 
sufficient  to  show  a  release.  Metcalfe  v.  Kent,  104  Iowa,  487, 
73  N.  W.  1037;  McComb  v.  Von  EUert,  27  N.  Y.  S.  372,  7  Misc. 
R.  59.    See  also  Sec.  788. 

Where  A,  without  any  existing  employment,  exhibits  a  house 
to  one  who  rents  from  the  owner,  a  promise  by  the  owner,  made 
thereafter,  to  pay  A  for  his  services,  is  without  consideration. 
Sharp  V.  Hooper  (N.  J.  Sup.  '06),  64  A.  989 ;  Bagnole  v.  Madden, 
69  A.  967,  76  N.  J.  L.  255 ;  Wolverton  v.  TuttU,  51  Ore.  501, 
94  P.  961. 

Where  a  broker  was  employed  to  effect  an  exchange  of  prop- 
erties  and  has  earned  his  commissions  by  obtaining  a  valid  agree- 
ment therefor,  an  agreement  subsequently  made  to  claim  no 
commissions,  unless  deeds  pass  or  his  client's  title  proves  un- 
]iia:Aetable,  is  without  consideration.  Moskowitz  v.  Hornberger, 
46  N.  Y.  S.  462,  20  Misc.  Rep.  558 ;  Bohkohl  v.  Susman,  113  N. 
Y.  S.  586,  61  Misc.  246.    See  also  Sec.  788. 
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A  broker  is  not  entitled  to  commissions  on  an  exchange  of 
properties,  where  he  did  nothing,  and  does  not  show  that  he 
was  excused  from  rendering  services.  Walton  v.  McMorrow,  39 
N.  T.  App.  Div.  667,  57  N.  Y.  S.  691.  The  mere  insertion  in 
an  instrument  that  it  is  irrevocable,  is  without  consideration 
and  inoperative.  Walker  v.  Denison,  86  111.  162.  An  agree- 
ment by  an  agent,  through  misstatement,  to  reduce  his  com- 
missions was  held  to  be  without  consideration.  Dayton  v.  Am. 
Steef  Range  Co,,  73  N.  Y.'  S.  316,  79  N.  Y.  S.  1130,  76  App. 
Div.  454,  36  Misc.  R.  223.  An  agreement  to  pay  an  agent  two 
and  one-half  per  cent,  on  sales  made  by  the  vendor  is  without 
consideration.  Wright  v.  Fulling,  93  N.  Y.  S.  228,  104  App. 
Div.  49.    Compare  Sec.  42. 

A  promise  made  under  an  erroneous  belief  to  pay  a  com- 
mission is  without  consideration,  no  service  having  been  ren- 
dered, and  the  broker  is  not  entitled  to  recover.  Bellesheim  v. 
Palm,  66  N.  Y.  S.  273,  54  App.  Div.  77. 

Where  defendant  agreed  to  pay  plaintiff  the  reasonable  value 
of  his  services,  and  there  was  no  a*?reement  that  such  value 
should  be  fixed  by  defendant,  at  least  until  after  the  services 
had  been  performed,  such  a  stipulation  was  unilateral,  with- 
out consideration,  and  not  enforceable.  Walker  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Knox,  136  Fed.  334,  69  C,  C.  A.  160. 

Where  an  owner  of  land  revoked  an  agent's  authority  to 
seU,  and  told  the  agent  that  he  would  be  taken  care  of  as  if 
he  had  made  the  sale,  and  the  owner  then  made  a  sale  through 
his  own  efforts,  the  promise  to  the  broker  was  without  consid- 
eration. Cronin  v.  American  Securities  Co.  (Ala.  Sup.  '09), 
50  S.  915. 

Plaintiff,  a  broker,  applied  for  the  lowest  price  at  which  the 
owner  of  certain  lots  would  sell  the  same,  to  which  the  owner's 
son,  with  authority,  wrote  that  the  price  was  $650,  and  that  if 
plaintiff  closed  the  deal  on  the  lots  at  this  figure  within  the  next 
thirty  days  the  price  would  stand  to  plaintiff,  otherwise  the  lots 
were  off  the  market.  Plaintiff  made  no  reply.  Held,  that  such 
letter  did  not  give  plaintiff  an  exclusive  right  to  sell  the  lots  for 
the  thirty  days,  but  was  a  mere  nudum  pactum  option  to  sell  the 
lots  for  that  price  within  thirty  days.  Stinemeyer  v.  Chase,  111 
P.  67,  48  Colo.  502. 
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Where  plaintiff  and  a  corporation  were  jointly  employed  to 
bring  about  a  sale  of  real  estate,  and  the  corporation  contracted 
for  a  specified  sum  as  compensation,  which  was  paid,  plaintiff 
could  not  recover  of  the  vendor  a  certain  commission,  on  the 
ground  that  it  was  the  nsual  and  customary  commission.  Jer^ 
kins  V.  Mohoney,  127  N.  Y.  Supp.  673,  142  App.  Div.  653. 
Contra,  On  the  other  hand,  entitled  to  commission,  whether 
agreement  for  compensation  was  made  before  or  after  the  con* 
tract  for  exchange.  Swre  v.  Neuman,  133  N.  Y.  Sup.  776,  67 
Misc.  Bep.  605. 

A  property  owner's  agreement  to  pay  real  estate  brokers  in 
charge  of  his  property  as  general  agents  extra  compensation  for 
leasing  the  same  is  void  when  made  without  consideration.  Pope 
V.  Rodena  Realty  Co.,  144  N.  Y.  Sup.  1070. 

Notes  given  by  a  borrower  to  a  loan  company's  agent  to  the 
amount  of  his  commission,  held  without  consideration,  and  not  en- 
forceable where,  because  of  defect  in  title  the  loan  was  not  made. 
Hibhard  v.  Ford,  165  P.  610,  —  Okl.  Sup.  — • 

Where  the  vendor  forfeited  a  land  contract  for  failure  to 
make  payments,  held,  that  the  consideration  of  the  note  given 
to  the  broker  failed.    Letoie  v.  Raybum,  190  111.  App.  539. 

The  promise  of  an  owner  of  land  to  give  a  broker  additional 
compensation,  held  without  consideration.  Phillips's  Ex.  v.  Rudy, 
143  S.  W.  397,  146  Ky.  780. 

Nothing  remaining  to  be  done  except  the  formal  execution  of 
a  contract  for  the  sale  of  land,  held  that  there  was  no  considera- 
tion for  a  new  agreement  by  the  owner  with  the  broker  for  in- 
creased compensation  if  he  would  close  the  contract  and  receive 
the  first  payment  Mayer  v.  Penfield,  134  N.  Y.  Sup.  762,  150 
App.  66. 

A  contract  by  which  T.  was  to  examine  and  purchase  timber 
land  for  M  and  have  interest  and  profits,  held,  executed  with 
each  ])arcel  when  title  vested,  so  that  it  could  not  be  modified 
without  consideration.    Titus  v.  Whiteside,  228  F.  965. 

Any  attempted  alteration,  after  a  sale,  of  a  contract  between 
plaintiffs  and  defendant  fixing  the  proportion  in  which  they 
should  divide  the  commission  for  a  sale,  if  without  consideration, 
would  be  ineffectual.  Smith  v.  Ooldshorough,  167  N.  Y.  Sup. 
297,  179  App.  Div.  769. 
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Pioviuon  of  real  estate  exchange  contract  requiring  one  of 
the  parties  to  pay  a  commission  to  the  other  party's  broker,  to 
whom  first  party  was  not  indebted,  is  void  for  failnre  of  consid- 
eration.   Lister  y.  Sakeminski,  172  N.  W.  397,  —  Mich  Sap.  — . 

Beal  estate  exchange  contract  provided,  'The  parties  to  this 
agreement  hereby  acknowledge  that  W.  and  F.  (brokers  of  the 
respective  parties)  brought  about  this  sale,  and  agree  to  pay  the 
regular  broker's  commission  therefor  upon  their  respective  prop- 
erties'', construed,  in  view  of  Gomp.  Laws  1915,  sec.  11981,  was 
merely  an  agreement  by  each  party  to  pay  his  own  broker,  and 
did  not  entitle  a  broker,  under  sec.  12353,  to  recover  a  commis- 
sion from  the  party  by  whom  he  was  not  employed,  and  whom  he 
did  not  represent  in  the  transaction.    Id. 

A  broker  who  was  the  means  of  finding  a  purchaser  and  bring- 
ing about  negotiations  leading  up  to  a  sale  of  land  was  entitled 
to  recover  compensation,  although  he  told  the  principal  that  he 
would  not  claim  his  commission,  such  statement  having  been  made 
after  the  sale  had  in  effect  been  closed  and  the  prinoipal  not 
having  been  prejudiced  or  led  to  act  differently  than  he  would 
otherwise  have  acted  by  reason  of  such  statement.  Hodges  v. 
Ramsey,  216  S.  W.  568,  —  Mo.  App.  — . 

See.  20.    Unilateral  eontraoU. 

Although  an  agreement  signed  by  a  real  estate  owner  to  pay 
an  agent  a  certain  commission  in  the  event  that  the  owner  shall 
mak«  a  sale  is  a  unilateral  contract,  and  invalid  on  its  face,  yet 
where  the  agent  goes  to  the  expense  of  advertising  and  endeav- 
oring to  sell,  this  is  a  sufScient  partial  performance  to  render  it 
enforceable.  Lapham  v.  Flint,  86  Minn.  376,  90  N.  W.  780; 
Schoenman  v.  Whitt,  136  Wis.  332,  117  N.  W.  851;  Hanlon  v. 
Dunne,  189  HI.  App.  123. 

Where  defendant  was  authorized  by  the  owner  of  land  to 
sell  it  and  agreed  to  share  the  commissions  with  the  plaintiff,  in 
case  the  latter  found  a  purchaser,  the  contract  was  unilateral, 
and  binding  on  neither  party  until  the  plaintiff  found  a  pur- 
chaser. Wefel  V.  Stillman,  lisi  Ala.  249,  44  S.  203.  See  also 
Sec.  397. 

A  contract  by  the  owner  to  pay  another  a  commlBsion  on  a 
sale  of  property,  whether  effected  by  the  owner  or  agent,  is  a 
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unilateral  eontraet,  and  where  the  owner  unaided  in  any  way 
by  the  agent,  effects  a  sale,  the  agent  can  not  recover  commia- 
fliona ;  but  if  the  agent  effects  the  sale  his  commissions  are  re- 
coverable. Taylor  v.  Barbour,  90  Misa.  885,  44  S.  988;  Hum- 
fhries  dk  J.  v.  Smiih,  5  Oa.  App.  340,  63  S.  E.  248. 

Where  a  contract  employing  a  broker  to  sell  coal  lands  pro- 
Tided  for  the  payment  of  a  oommiasion  on  the  broker  effecting  a 
sale  within  six  months  from  August  19,  1904,  and  further  pro- 
Tided  that  if,  during  the  six  months,  the  broker  named  to  the 
owner  a  probable  purchaser,  and  the  property  came  under  the 
control  of  the  person  so  named,  the  broker  should  be  entitled  to 
a  commission  if  a  sale  or  lease  was  made  within  a  year  from 
Feb.  10, 1905,  the  agreement  was  neither  unilateral  nor  abnormal. 
Langdon  t.  Taylor,  180  F.  385,  103  0.  C.  A.  531. 

Where  \  property  owner  states  to  a  real  estate  agent  he  will 
purchase  at  a  specified  price  property  held  for  sale  by  the  latter, 
if  the  latter  will  procure  a  sale  of  the  former's  property,  there 
is  an  offer,  in  the  nature  of  a  continuing  offer  on  such  property 
on  the  owner's  part,  and,  if  not  preTiousl^  withdrawn,  the  agent 
furnishes  the  consideration  by  rendering  serrices  resulting  in  the 
sale  of  the  owner's  property,  there  comes  into  existence  a  unilat- 
eral contract  executed  on  the  agenf  s  part,  and  binding  the  owner 
to  purchase  the  properly  held  by  the  ag^it.  Carroll  v.  Ooldatein, 
211  HL  App.  315. 

Sec  21.  Oorndderation  as  an  essential  constituent  of  an  sup 
f  orceable  contract. 

Where  one  employs  another  as  agent  to  sell  land,  the  con- 
tract is  based  upon  a  sufficient  consideration.  Rowan  v.  HuU, 
55  W.  Va.  335,  47  S.  E.  92 ;  OUmore  v.  Samuels  (Ky.  Ct.  App. 
"09 ),  123  S.  W.  271.  The  lower  price  for  which  defendants 
secured  the  real  estate  is  a  sufficient  consideration  to  support 
an  agreement  to  pay  plaintiffs  a  certain  sum  as  conmussions, 
in  order  to  obtain  the  property  at  the  price  for  which  the  owner 
was  willing  to  sell  it,  provided  he  was  relieved  from  the  pay- 
ment of  commissions,  the  owner  not  being  willing  to  sell  at 
that  price  unless  he  wss  so  relieved.  Dettsch  v.  Federf  86  N. 
T.  S.  802. 

An.  agreement  made  by  a  broker  after  the  sale  to  wait  for 
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the  payment  of  his  commissions  nntil  the  title  passed,  was  un- 
supported by  a  consideration.  Hough  v.  Baldmn,  99  N.  Y.  S. 
545,  50  Misc.  R.  546;  Shields  v.  Sterret  (N.  J.  Sup.  '09),  71 
A.  1129. 

In  States  requiring  a  written  contract  with  a  broker  to  sell 
real  estate,  a  subsequent  express  promise  to  pay  the  broker  a 
commission  is  without  consideration  to  support  an  oral  employ- 
ment. Stout  V.  Humphrey,  69  N.  J.  Law  436,  55  A.  281 ;  Bag- 
noli  V.  Madden,  76  N.  J.  L.  255,  69  A.  967. 

In  another  case  in  the  same  State,  it  was  held  that  where 
the  agent  advertised  the  property  for  sale  at  auction  and  se- 
cured the  services  of  an  auctioneer,  and  the  owner  sold  the 
property  privately  find  promised  to  pay  the  agent  for  his  ser- 
vices, the  promise  was  based  upon  a  sufficient  consideration. 
Griffith  V.  Daly,  56  N.  J.  Law  466,  29  A.  169. 

An  agent  desisting  from  efforts  to  sell,  upon  the  owner's 
promise  to  pay  commissions,  is  a  sufficient  consideration  to 
support  a  verdict  for  half  the  commissions.  Ware  v.  Kerwin, 
48  N.  Y.  S.  884,  24  App.  Div.  198.  Where  the  quantity  of  land 
fell  short  of  what  the  owner  supposed  he  possessed,  and  the 
broker  agreed  to  a  diminution  of  compensation,  the  agreement 
was  upon  a  sufficient  consideration.  Branson  v.  Blair,  44  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  43,  97  S.  W.  337.  A  broker  who  introduced  a 
prospective  buyer  to  the  owner  prior  to  his  employment  as  agent, 
and  the  owner  made  the  sale  himself,  was  held  not  entitled  to  a 
commission.  Bassford  v.  West,  124  Mo.  App.  248, 101  S.  W.  610 ; 
see,  also.  Sections  68  and  450.  A  release  of  an  existing  debt 
for  commissions  is  a  new  contract  and  must  be  based  on  a  con- 
sideration. Metcalfe  v.  Kent,  73  N.  W.  1037,  104  Iowa,  487; 
Frederick  Zittal  &  Sons  v.  Schwartz,  173  N.  Y.  Sup.  383. 

Where  a  broker,  requested  by  the  owner  of  property  to  find  a 
purchaser  at  a  certain  price,  showed  the  property  to  the  defend- 
ant, who  told  him  he  could  do  better  by  bujring  it  himself  from 
the  owner,  and  if  he  bought  would  pay  the  broker  a  commission, 
the  promise  was  a  sufficient  consideration.  Abraham  v.  Ooldberg, 
25  N.  Y.  S.  1113,  6  Misc.  B.  43. 

A  contract  for  such  time  as  may  be  mutually  agreeable,  did 
not  bind  plaintiff  except  for  what  had  been  actually  done,  and 
a  subsequent  agreement  with  defendant  to  pay  a  different  rate 
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for  effecting  the  sale  of  a  particular  property  was  upon  a  valid 
consideration.  Forbes  v.  Bushnell,  47  Minn.  402,  60  N.  W.  368. 
In  an  action  by  a  broker  to  recover  commissions  for  a  sale  of 
real  estate  to  the  United  States,  the  only  service  shown  by 
plaintiff  that  he  intensified  public  opinion  to  establish  a  military 
post  in  the  neighborhood,  was  held  to  be  an  insufficient  con- 
sideration to  support  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff.  Com'l  Nat.  BJe. 
V.  Eawhins,  35  111.  App.  463. 

Letters  of  plaintiffs  and  defendant  held  insufficient  to  com- 
ply with  the  statute  of  frauds  in  the  making  of  a  real  estate 
brokerage  contract,  there  being  no  consideration  named  from 
pkuntifb  to  the  defendant.  Lueddemann  v.  Rudolf,  155  P.  172, 
79  Or.  249;  den.  re.  154  P.  116,  79  Or.  249. 

Where  several  brokers  were  concerned  in  the  sale  of  lands,  and 
the  terms  of  the  sale  were  agreed  on,  but  the  parties  refused  to 
complete  the  sale  imtil  there  was  an  agreement  by  the  brokers 
for  division  of  the  commission,  an  agreement  by  one  of  them  to 
accept  a  certain  sum,  amounting  practically  to  a  surrender  of 
his  right  to  make  the  sale  for  himself  to  that  purchaser,  or  any 
other^  and  to  further  the  sale  by  another  broker,  was  supported 
by  sufficient  consideration,  and  he  was  entitled  to  recover  thereon 
from  the  broker  making  the  sale.  Morrison  v.  Franck,  117  P. 
308,  69  Or.  429. 

Where  a  real  estate  agent  who  negotiated  a  sale  on  instalments 
agreed  to  rescind  the  contract,  whereby  the  purchaser  should  re- 
ceive back  the  money  already  paid  in,  and  the  purchaser  there- 
after made  no  further  payment,  although  the  contract  provided 
for  forfeiture  on  default,  there  was  a  sufficient  consideration  to 
render  the  agent  liable  for  the  payment  of  the  money  already 
paid.  E.  F.  Rawson  &  Co.  v.  McKinney,  157  S.  W.  271,  —  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  — . 

Owner^s  promise  in  his  written  offer  to  pay  a  commission  for 
the  sale  or  exchange  of  realty  was  designed  to  procure  a  broker's 
services,  such  services  to  be  rendered  are  taken  as  the  considera- 
tion for  the  promise.  Oregon  Home  Builders  v.  Crowley,  171  P. 
214,  87  Or.  617;  den.  le.  170  P.  718,  87  Or.  517. 

Where  a  sale  of  land  was  not  entered  into  according  to  broker- 
age contract,  amount  of  compensation  due  broker  being  ques- 
tioned, an  agreement  by  the  broker  to  take  commission  pro  rata 
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out  of  payments  to  be  made  on  parchaBe  price,  was  not  withont 
confiideration,  both  parties  surrendering  claims.  Colvin  v.  Post 
Mtge.  &  Loan  Co.,  122  N.  E.  454,  225  N.  Y.  510,  rev.  jndg.  159 
K  Y.  Sup.  361 ;  mot.  to  am.  remit  den.  123  N.  E.  860. 

A  broker  may,  if  he  chooses,  agree  that  if  the  sale  of  land 
fails  because  of  the  seller's  fault,  he  shall  be  entitled  to  nothing; 
but  an  agreement  should  not  be  so  construed  unless  such  a  result 
is  clearly  intended.    Id. 

The  consideration  which  is  necessary  to  make  a  power  of  a 
broker  to  sell  land  irrevocable  must  be  independent  of  the  com- 
pensation to  be  paid  for  the  services  to  be  performed.  Williamson 
R.  E.  Co.  V.  Sasser,  103  S.  E.  78,  —  N.  C.  Sup.  — . 

Sec.  22.    Bevocation  of  authoritj  granted  to  the  agent. 

If  a  broker  has  had  a  reasonable  time  to  find  a  purchaser,  the 
principal  may,  in  good  faith,  revoke  the  employment  without 
incurring  liability.  Blumenihal  v.  Ooodall,  89  Cal.  251^  26 
P.  906;  CoUier  v.  Johnson,  23  Ky.  L.  R.  2453,  67  S.  W.  830; 
Cadigan  v.  Crdbtree,  186  Mass.  7,  70  N.  E.  1033,  66  L.  R.  A.  982; 
Jayne  v.  Drake  (Miss.  Sup.  '06),  41  S.  372;  Kolb  v.  Bennett,  74 
Miss.  567 ;  Turner  v.  Snyder,  132  Mo.  App.  320,  111  S.  W.  858 ; 
Loving  v.  Hesperian  C.  Co.,  176  Mo.  330,  75  S.  W.  1095 ;  MiUer 
V.  Wehrman  (Neb.  Sup.  '08),  115  N.  W.  1078;  Slaier  v.  Holt, 
10  N.  Y.  St.  257;  Abbott  v.  Hunt,  129  N.  C.  403,  40  S.  B.  119; 
Simpson  v.  Carson,  11  Oregon,  361,  8  P.  325 ;  Newton  v.  Conness 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.  '08),  106  S.  W.  892;  Evans  v.  Gay,  38  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  442,  74  S.  W.  575 ;  Knox  v.  Parker,  2  Wash.  34,  25  P. 
909;  Rowan  v.  Hull,  55  W.  Va.  335,  47  S.  E.  92;  Cronin  v. 
American  Securities  Co.  (Ala.  Sup.  '09),  50  S.  915;  Friedenwald 
V.  WeUh,  140  N.  W.  664,  174  Mich.  399;  Martin  v.  Jeffries,  172 
S.  W.  148,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ;  Wolber  v.  Chambers,  128  111. 
App.  624;  West  v.  Kirby  Lumber  Co.,  193  S.  W.  172,  —  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  — ;  Harris  v.  MoHon  &  Co.,  107  N.  Y.  Sup.  80,  101 
Miss.  Rep.  398;  Schifflin  v.  Smith,  203  S.  W.  849,  —  Ark.  Sup. 
— ;  Armstrong  v.  Lounsberry,  Simmons  dk  Co.,  173  N.  W.  890, 
—  Iowa  Sup.  — ;  Roth  v.  Thompson,  180  P.  656,  —  Cal.  App.  — ; 
TJ.  S.  Farm  Loan  Co.  v.  Darter,  183  P.  696,  —  Cal.  App.  — ; 
Nichols  A  Jackson  v.  Carson,  220  S.  W.  297,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
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— ;  Bed  t.  Howard,  178  N.  W.  579,  —  S.  D.  Sup.  — j  Tulman 
T.  Gibson,  192  P.  1033,  —  Cal.  App.  — . 

A  principal  revoking  the  agency  must  act  in  good  faith,  and 
not  for  the  purpose  of  evading  liability  for  the  broker's  services, 
Bailey  v.  Smith,  103  Ala.  641,  15  S.  900;  Uphof  v.  Ulrich,  2  111. 
App.  399;  Beeler  v.  Cresswell,  3  Md.  196;  Cadigan  v.  Crcibtree, 
186  Mass.  7,  70  N.  E.  1033,  66  L.  R.  A.  982;  Alden  v.  Earle, 
66  N.  Y.  Snper.  Court,  366,  4  N,  Y.  S.  548;  Neal  v.  Lehman,  11 
Tez.  Civ.  App.  461,  34  S.  W.  153;  Peach  River  Lumber  Co.  v. 
Montgomery  (Tez.  Oiv.  App.  '08),  115  S.  W.  87;  Lanx  v.  Hoge, 

123  P.  949,  45  Mont.  445;  Bodine  v.  Penn  Lumber  Co.,  194  S. 
W,  226,  —  Ark.  Snp.  — ;  Bradley  v.  Blandin,  100  A.  920,  91  Vt. 
472;  Calhoun  v.  Dunnson  dk  Gay,  97  S.  E.  885,  —  Qa.  App.  — ; 
/.  (7.  Wright  &  Son  v.  Shepard,  100  S.  E.  587,  178  N.  C.  656; 
IFiKtanwon  B.  E.  Co.  v.  5aM6r,  103  S.  E.  78,  —  N.  C.  Snp.  — . 
If  the  broker  has  found  a  responsible  purchaser  before  the  re- 
ceipt of  the  notice  of  revocation,  the  principal  will  be  liable  on 
his  contract  for  commissions.    TUden  v.  Smith  (S.  D.  Sup.  '10), 

124  N.  W.  841;  Montgomery  v.  Ainelie  (Tez.  C.  A.  '09),  122  S. 
W.  307;  Cadigan  v.  Crahtree,  186  Mass.  7,  70  N.  E.  1033,  66 
L.  B.  A.  982;  Reishus-Remel  Ld.  Co.  v.  Benner,  91  Minn.  401, 
98  K  W.  186;  Canadian  Imp.  Co.  v.  Cooper,  161  Fed.  279; 
Handley  v.  Shaffer,  59  S.  286,  177  Ala.  636;  WeieelU-OerhaH 
B.  E.  Co.  V.  Epstein,  137  S.  W.  326,  157  Mo.  App.  101 ;  Maddox 
V.  Harding,  135  N.  W.  1019,  91  Neb.  292 ;  Roach  River  Lumber 
Co.  V.  Montgomery,  115  S.  W.  87,  51  Tez.  Civ.  App.  487;  Mer- 
cantUe  Trust  Co.  v.  Lamar,  128  S.  W.  20,  148  Mo.  App.  353; 
Merheley  v.  Fish,  178  P.  945,  —  Cal.  Sup.  — ;  Edwards  v.  Dana, 
178  P.  407,  —  Kan.  Sup.  — ;  Beck  v.  Howard,  172  N.  W.  577, 
—  S.  D.  Sup.  — ;  Jenhins  v.  Kay,  224  S.  W.  1028,  —  Mo.  App. 
— .  Power  to  revoke  must  be  distinguished  from  the  right  to  re- 
voke. Mechem  on  Ag.,  Sec.  209;  Lord  v.  Wapato  Inv.  Co.,  142 
P.  1172,  81  Wash.  561 ;  judg.  afPd  on  re.  152  P.  327,  84  Wash. 
696. 

Wliere  the  only  instructions  given  to  an  agent  are  that  he 
shall  visit  a  certain  addition,  sell  some  lots  and  pay  the  sum 
demanded  as  part  of  the  price,  without  any  limitation  upon  his 
discretion,  the  principal  can  not  rescind  any  contract  made  by 
the  agent  for  the  purchase  of  lots,  or  recover  any  sum  paid  on 
acconnt  thereof,  unless  a  failure  of  consideration,  a  defect  in 
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the  title^  or  other  like  circmnstanoe  be  made  to  appear.  Boulder 
Inv.  Co.  V.  Fries,  31  P.  174;  2  Colo.  App.  373.  An  agency 
coupled  with  an  interest  is,  within  the  time  stated,  irrevocable. 
Bird  V.  Phillips,  116  Iowa,  703,  87  N.  W.  414;  Siamets  v.  Dennir 
son,  193  Pa.  St.  548,  44  A.  575.  The  death  of  the  principal  or  a 
partial  destruction  of  the  subject-matter  works  a  revocation.  Cox 
V.  Bowling,  54  Mo.  App.  289.  Also  the  principal's  disposition 
of  his  interest  in  the  subject-matter  of  the  agency.  Frazier  v. 
Cox  (Ky.  Ct  App.  '10),  125  S.  W.  148. 

A  contract  of  agency  can  not,  but  in  good  faith,  be  revoked  be- 
fore the  expiration  of  the  time  allotted  and  the  principal  escape 
liability  to  the  broker.  Blumenthal  v.  Ooodall,  89  Gal.  251,  26 
P.  906;  Clover  v.  Henderson,  120  Mo.  367,  25  S.  W.  175;  Stam- 
ets  V.  Dennison,  193  Pa.  St.  548;  Handle  v.  Bloomfield,  142  S. 
W.  677,  146  Ky.  421;  Myers  v.  Baicheller,  163  N.  Y.  Sup.  688; 
Sparks  v.  Orassi,  165  N.  Y.  Sup.  619;  compare  Harrison  v. 
Angerson,  115  HI.  App.  226.  A  broker  is  not  entitled  to  com- 
missions on  a  sale  by  the  owner  of  real  estate  made  in  good  faith 
after  the  revocation  of  his  authority  to  one  with  whom  the 
broker  negotiated  before  the  time  expired.  Zeiner  y.  AntiseUf 
75  Cal.  509,  17  P.  642;  Farrar  v.  Brodt,  35  111.  App.  617; 
Learned  v.  McCoy,  4  Ind.  App.  238,  30  N.  E.  717;  Fultz  v. 
Winer,  34  Kan.  576,  9  P.  316 ;  Antisdell  v.  Canfield,  119  Mich. 
229,  77  N.  W.  944 ;  LaForce  v.  Wash.  Uni.,  106  Mo.  App.  517,  81 
S.  W.  209 ;  Page  v.  Griffith,  71  Mo.  App.  524 ;  Gardner  v.  Pierce, 
116  N.  Y.  S.  155;  Beauchamp  v.  Higgins,  20  Mo.  App.  514; 
Satiertwhaite  v.  Vreeland,  48  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  508,  3  Hun, 
152;  Neal  v.  Lehman,  11  Tex.  Civ.  App.  461,  34  S.  W.  153; 
Cardy  V.  Ruth,  100  N.  Y.  S.  1043, 115  App.  Div.  568, 103  N.  Y.  S. 
1121;  Newton  v.  Conness  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '08),  106  S.  W.  892; 
Siegel  v.  Bosemweig,  114  N.  Y.  S.  179;  compare  Griswold  v. 
Pierce,  86  El.  App.  406,  et  oZ.,  Sec.  557. 

A  contract  of  agency  is  revoked  by  a  notice  of  the  exercise  of 
an  option  to  purchase.  Faraday  Coal  &  Coke  Co,  v.  Owens,  26 
Ky.  L.  R.  243,  80  S.  W.  1171.  A  vendee,  defrauded  by  his 
agent,  may  rescind  the  contract  of  sale  and  reclaim  the  money 
paid.  Kennedy  v.  McKay,  43  N.  J.  L.  288.  "Where  defendant 
authorized  the  plaintiff  to  sell  his  farm  at  $50  an  acre,  a  letter 
of  plaintiff  desiring  a  modification  so  as  to  sell  at  $48  or  $49 
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an  acre  did  not  operate  to  reydce  the  plaintifiPs  first  authority. 
FvUer  V.  Brady,  22  111.  App.  174.  Acts  of  the  agent  after  a 
revocatoin  bind  the  principal  as  to  third  parties  without  notice. 
Murphy  v.  Oitenheimer,  84  111.  39;  Beard  v.  Kirk,  11  K  H.  397; 
Hancock  v.  Byrne,  6  Dana  (Ky.),  514;  Lamothe  v.  8t  Louis, 
etc,,  B.  Co.,  17  Mo.  204.  After  the  revocation  of  written  author- 
ify,  his  acts^  if  the  writing  be  left  in  the  hands  of  the  agent,  may 
bind  the  principal  by  the  agent's  exhibiting  the  instrument  aa 
his  apparent  authority  to  parties  without  notice.  Beard  v.  Kirk, 
11  N.  H.  397;  Story  on  Ag.,  Sec.  470. 

Where  a  real  estate  broker,  employed  to  procure  a  purchaser 
Inr  a  farm,  procured  a  buyer  who  agreed  with  the  owner  on  the 
krans  of  sale,  and  the  buyer  was  given  to  a  fixed  date  to  pur- 
ehase,  unless  the  owner  sold  in  the  meantime,  before  the  time 
fixed  the  buyer  told  the  owner  that  he  would  not  buy  without 
also  procuring  adjacent  land,  which  he  could  not  do,  the  owner 
then  stated  to  the  buyer  that  the  matter  was  settled  between 
them,  and  later,  on  the  same  day,  the  buyer  told  the  owner  that 
he  would  take  the  farm  on  the  terms  agreed,  it  was  held  that 
the  broker  had  earned  his  commission,  though  no  sale  was  made, 
the  owner's  statement  to  the  buyer  not  constituting  a  revocation 
of  the  broker's  authority  to  procure  a  buyer.  SaUee  v.  McMur- 
ray,  113  Mo.  App.  253,  88  S.  W.  157 ;  compare  Bailey  v.  More- 
head,  122  Mo.  App.  268,  99  S.  W.  973. 

The  revocation  of  a  contract  with  an  agent  to  take  charge  of 
property,  rent  the  same  and  collect  the  rents,  before  any  rents 
were  collected,  made  the  principal  liable  to  compensate  the 
agent  for  the  services  rendered.  New  Kanawha  C.  &  M.  Co.  v. 
Wright,  163  Ind.  529,  72  N.  E.  550.  Defendant  agreed  to  pay 
plaintiff  one  dollar  an  acre  for  finding  a  purchaser  for  a  certain 
brm  at  $37.50  per  acre;  after  introducing  a  purchaser,  but 
before  sale,  defendant  wrote  the  plaintiff  that  he  had  no  hopes 
of  making  a  sale  to  such  prospective  purchaser,  and  that  the 
owners  of  the  land  required  $35  net  per  acre,  which  price  had 
been  quoted  to  the  proposed  purchaser,  that  if  plaintiff  still 
desired  to  assist,  to  make  his  commissons  from  the  purchase 
price  over  $35  per  acre,  he  was  at  liberty  to  proceed,  otherwise 
the  arrangement  would  be  revoked;  it  was  held  that  such  letter 
did  not  constitute  a  revocation  of  plaintiff's  authority  so  as  to 
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deprive  him  of  the  right  to  the  contract  commiflsion,  on  the  suh- 
sequent  consommation  of  a  sale  to  sach  porchaaer.  Provident 
Trust  Co.  V.  Darraugh,  168  Ind.  29,  78  N.  E.  1030. 

Where  a  broker  was  employed  to  sell  land  for  $75,000  at  a 
conmiission  of  $2,000,  and  after  he  had  introduced  a  purchaser 
his  authority  was  revoked  and  the  land  was  sold  by  his  employer 
for  $65,000,  the  broker  was  held  entitled  to  recover  only  his 
contract  commissions,  with  interest  thereon,  and  not  the  cus- 
tomary commissions,  or  the  reasonable  value  of  his  services. 
McGovem  v.  Bennett,  146  Mich.  558,  109  N.  W.  1055,  13  D.  L. 
N.  853 ;  see,  also,  Sec.  572.  The  fact  that  the  broker,  not  having 
an  exclusive  agency,  has  entered  into  a  contract  of  sale  on  dif- 
ferent terms,  of  which  the  principal  has  no  notice,  does  not 
affect  the  principal's  right  to  revoke  the  agency  through  a 
previous  sale  to  another.  Weisels-Oerhart  B.  E.  Co.  v.  Wain- 
Wright,  127  Mo.  App.  514,  105  S.  W.  1096. 

An  exclusive  agency,  for  a  valuable  consideration,  given  for  a 
period  of  seven  days,  was  revoked  by  notice  within  the  time, 
so  that  a  purchaser  who  bought  from  the  agent  after  such 
revocation,  though  within  the  seven  days^  had  no  enforceable 
contract  of  sale,  the  agent,  however,  might  have  an  action 
against  his  principal  for  a  breach  of  the  contract.  Norton  v. 
SjoUeth,  43  Wash.  327,  86  P.  573;  compare  Cadigan  v.  Crah- 
tree,  192  Mass.  233,  78  N.  E.  412.  In  a  well  considered  case  it 
was  held  that  a  revocation  in  fraud  of  a  broker's  rights  would 
not  amount  to  a  revocation.  Cadigan  v.  Crabtree,  192  Mass.  233, 
78  N.  E.  412.  This,  however,  conflicts  with  the  doctrine  of  the 
owner's  power  to  revoke.    Mechem  on  Ag.,  Sec.  209. 

Defendant  signed  a  contract  reciting  a  sufficient  consideration 
by  which  he  authorized  plaintiffs,  as  his  agents,  to  sell  a  tract 
of  land  for  a  stated  price,  and  to  execute  a  binding  contract  in 
that  behalf.  Afterward,  defendant  wrote  plaintiffs  that  his  wife 
refused  to  sign  a  deed  for  such  price,  stating  that  they  might 
as  well  take  the  land  off  the  market.  To  this  plaintiff  replied, 
in  effect  assenting,  and  asking  for  defendant's  lowest  price  for 
the  land,  and  stating,  "When  we  hear  from  you  we  will  see  what 
we  can  do."  Held,  that  by  such  letters  the  agency  was  entirely 
abrogated,  leaving  the  matter  at  large  for  new  negotiations  be- 
tween the  parties.    Lacey  v.  Thomas,  164  F.  623. 
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An  agreement  by  an  owner  of  premiaes^  upon  a  valuable  con- 
sideration, to  extend  the  time  within  which  the  broker  might 
sell,  to  sueh  time  as  the  broker  eould  get  a  prospective  purchaser 
to  bind  himself  to  buy  can  not  be  cancelled  by  the  owner,  without 
the  broker's  consent,  so  long  as  negotiations  are  going  on  between 
the  broker  and  the  prospective  purchaser  with  a  prospect  of 
eventual  sale  within  a  reasonable  time.    Luhn  v.  Fordtran  (Tex. 
Civ.  App,  '09),  115  S.  W.  667,  writ  of  wror  denied  by  Supreme 
Court.    The  dissolution  of  a  partnership  will  operate  as  a  revoca- 
tion of  the  power  to  sell;  but  a  mere  change  in  the  name  of  the 
firm,  where  the  new  firm  is  composed  of  the  same  members  as 
the  old,  does  not  operate  to  revoke  an  agency,  conferred  upon  it, 
the  identity  remaining  the  same.    Mechem  on  Agency,  Sec.  221. 
Where  a  broker  is  not  employed  for  a  definite  time,  the 
employment  may  be  revoked  at  will;  but  where  he  is  employed 
for  a  definite  time,  the  agency  can  be  revoked  only  in  accordance 
with  some  express  or  implied   condition  of  its   continuance. 
Blumenihal  v.  Bridges  (Ark.  Sup.  '09),  120  S.  W.  974.    Under 
a  contract  of  employment  of  a  broker  for  a  definite  term,  where 
the  principal  has  not  the  right  to  revoke  the  agency  directly,  he 
cannot  do  so  by  selling  the  property  himself.    Blumenihal  v. 
Bridges  (Ark.  Sup.  '09),  120  S.  W.  974.    See  Sec.  490.    See  also 
Sec.  15. 

Where  an  agent  for  the  owner  of  land  employed  a  broker  to 
sell  at  a  stated  price  per  acre,  the  communication  by  the  broker 
of  offers  to  buy  at  a  less  price  did  not  revoke  his  contract  of  em- 
ployment Martin  v.  Crumb,  111  N.  E.  62,  216  N.  Y.  600,  rev. 
judg.  142  N.  Y.  Sup.  1096,  158  App.  Div.  228 ;  app.  to  Ct  App. 
and  rear.  den.  143  N.  Y.  Sup.  1130,  158  App.  Div.  980. 

Landowner,  without  the  broker's  consent,  was  not  entitled  to 
cancel  an  agreement  upon  a  valuable  consideration  extending  the 
time  within  which  the  broker  might  sell,  where  negotiations  were 
going  on  between  the  broker  and  the  prospective  purchaser  with 
a  prospect  of  success  within  a  reasonable  time.  Luhn  v.  Ford- 
tram,  115  S.  W.  667,  53  Tex.  Civ.  App.  148. 

Where  the  owner  of  realty  employed  brokers  to  lease  it  on  cer- 
tain terms,  and  they  secured  a  prospective  lessee  who  submitted 
to  the  owner  a  draft  of  a  lease  differing  materially  from  that 
authorised,  the  owner  acted  within  its  rights  in  terminating  the 
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employment  of  the  brokers.  Prendergast  v.  Cord  Meyer  Co.,  156 
N.  Y.  Sup.  760. 

A  land  owner  merely  listing  his  property  for  sale  with  a  broker 
does  not  give  the  broker  an  exclusive  agency  to  sell^  and  such 
agency  may  be  revoked  at  any  time.  Haggard  v.  King,  190  P. 
763,  —  Kan.  Sup.  — .  A  broker's  agency  is  not  rendered  irre- 
vocable by  the  fact  that  the  agent's  right  to  sell  is  made  exclu- 
sive.   Beck  V.  Howard,  178  N.  W.  679,  —  S.  D.  Sup.  — . 

In  the  absence  of  fraud  defendant,  owner,  had  the  legal  right 
to  discharge  plaintiff,  broker,  without  obligation  to  pay  for  ser- 
vices in  procuring  a  customer,  at  any  time  before  the  customer 
had  finally  and  definitely  accepted  the  terms  of  the  agreement 
of  conveyance  presented  by  defendant  to  them.  Doten  v.  Chase, 
129  N.  E.  363,  —  Mass.  Sup.  — 

Notwithstanding  B.  and  C.  Gomp.  sec.  797,  as  amended  by 
Acts  1909,  p  69  (L.  0.  L.  sec.  808),  requiring  the  agency  of  a 
broker  to  sell  real  estate  for  a  commission  to  be  in  writing,  au- 
thority to  sell,  except  at  a  price  higher  than  stated  in  the  writ- 
ing, may  be  withdrawn  by  parol.  Peterson  v.  Bogner,  117  P.  806, 
69  Or.  666. 

Sec.  23.   Bepudiation  or  rescission  of  the  contract. 

If  a  purchaser  wishes  to  repudiate  a  contract  to  purchase  on 
the  ground  that  his  agent  has  secretly  received  commissions  from 
the  seller,  he  must  act  promptly  and  make  restitution  as  far  as 
possible.  Lightcap  v.  Nicola,  31  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  189.  A  broker  is 
not  entitled  to  commissions  where  the  purchaser  repudiates  an 
informal  contract.  Gilchrist  v.  Clarke,  86  Tenn.  683,  8  S.  W. 
672 ;  Sloman  v.  Bodwell,  24  Neb.  790,  40  K  W.  321.  Or  an  un- 
authorized contract.  Myers  &  King  v.  Coleman  (Miss.  '08),  46 
S.  249;  O'Hare  v.  Murray,  128  N.  Y.  Sup.  1009,  144  App.  Div. 
113.  The  same  is  true  where  the  vendor  promptly  repudi- 
ates a  contract  of  sale,  made  subject  to  his  approval,  and 
returns  the  money  paid  to  the  purchaser.  Powell  v.  Binney,  64 
Neb.  690,  74  N.  W.  1073.  Where  an  agent  was  authorized  to 
execute  a  note  and  mortgage  on  land  purchased,  the  principal 
was  precluded  from  repudiating  the  act.  Fouch  v.  Wilson,  69 
Ind.  13. 
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Where  a  decedent,  prior  to  the  purchase  of  real  estate,  agreed 
to  pay  plaintiff  who  negotiated  the  purchase  one-third  of  the 
profits  to  be  derived  from  a  subsequent  sale  thereof;  no  time 
for  the  sale  was  fixed  and  the  purchaser  having  died  within 
making  sale,  his  personal  representative  repudiated  plaintiff's 
interest  and  refused  to  sell,  though  the  property  had  largely 
increased  in  value;  it  was  held  that  decedent  under  the  con- 
tract was  required  to  make  a  sale  within  a  reasonable  time,  and 
after  repudiation  of  plaintiff's  rights  he  was  entitled  to  recover 
one-third  of  the  value  of  the  land  in  cash,  after  deducting  the 
purchase  price,  taxes  and  interest.  Kauffman  v.  Bailie,  46 
Wash.  248,  89  Pac.  548. 

Where  an  owner  takes  no  steps  to  repudiate  a  contract  made 
by  an  agent,  and  accepts  the  benefits  thereunder,  he  ratifies  the 
eontract  and  is  liable  to  the  purchaser  for  a  breach  thereof. 
Eitinger  v.  Weatherhead,  29  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  R.  137.  In  order 
to  obtain  the  rescission  of  an  agreement,  where  the  broker  had 
been  guilty  of  constructive  fraud,  the  purchaser  was  required 
to  pay  the  former  the  value  of  his  services.  Hwnna  v.  Haynes, 
42  Wash.  284,  84  Pac.  861.  Delay  in  bringing  suit  for  the  re- 
scission of  a  contract  on  the  ground  of  fraud  does  not  defeat 
the  right  to  the  relief  sought,  where  there  has  been  no  change 
in  the  position  of  the  parties  to  render  it  inequitable.  Lightcap 
V.  Nicola^  34  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  189.  Compare  Bassett  v.  Broton, 
105  Mass.  551.  The  repudiation  of  a  contract  by  the  vendee 
bars  recovery  -of  the  installments  of  purchase  money  paid. 
McKinne  v.  Harvie,  38  Minn.  18,  35  N.  W.  668. 

Tinder  a  contract  placing  lands  in  the  hands  of  an  agent  for 
sale,  and  giving  him  also  the  option  to  purchase,  and  binding  the 
principal  not  to  himself  sell  for  less  than  a  certain  price,  a  sale 
by  the  principal  for  less  than  the  agreed  price,  held,  a  breach 
both  of  the  agency  and  the  option  feature  of  the  contract.  8ixt(t 
V.  Ontonagon  Valley  Land  Co.,  147  N".  W.  1042,  157  Wis.  293. 

Where  the  principal,  as  soon  as  he  learned  of  the  broker's  en- 
tering into  a  contract  in  excess  of  his  authority  objected,  he  did 
not  waive  his  rights.  Anderson  v.  Rowley  &  Howard,  155  N*.  W. 
261,  176  Iowa,  4. 

Where  a  broker  employed  to  procure  a  purchaser  of  real  estate 
for  an  agreed  conmiission,  and  his  authority  is  terminated,  he 
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gains  no  right  to  a  commission,  though  subsequently  the  prin- 
cipal is  benefited  by  his  efforts,  and  the  broker  is  not  entitled  to 
a  commission  though  the  owner  sells  to  the  first  person  offering 
the  price  asked  and  though  the  broker  at  the  time  has  negotia- 
tions under  way  with  a  prospect  of  success.  8i$gel  v.  Rosenzweig, 
114  N.  Y.  Sup.  179,  129  App.  Div.  647. 

Defendant,  who  had  charge  of  certain  land  as  trustee,  wrote 
plaintiff  that  he  might  offer  the  same  for  sale  at  $75,000,  and  in 
the  event  of  a  sale,  he  should  receive  $2,000.  After  plaintiff  had 
interested  a  purchaser  in  the  property,  defendant,  knowing  that 
plaintiff  was  negotiating  with  such  purchaser,  canceled  plaintiff^B 
authority,  and  himself  effected  a  sale  to  the  purchaser  by  an 
abatement  of  the  price.  Held,  that  plaintiff's  discharge  was 
wrongful,  and  that  he  was  entitled  to  recover  commissions.  Mc^ 
Govern  v.  Bennett,  109  N.  W.  1055,  146  Mich.  558. 

Where  it  is  not  claimed  that  the  plaintiff,  broker,  consented 
to  a  rescission  of  the  contract  to  sell,  the  only  questions  to  be 
considered  are,  whether  he  was  employed,  has  performed  his  ser- 
vices, and  has  not  received  his  compensation.  Swift  v.  Moore,  82 
S.  E.  914,  15  Oa.  App.  254. 

Correspondence  between  defendant  and  real  estate  agents  held 
to  show  that  she  employed  them  as  her  agents,  and  hence,  upon 
discovery  that  offer  accepted  by  her  was  made  in  their  own  be- 
half, she  could  repudiate  the  sale.  Curran  v.  Kent,  153  N.  W. 
142,  35  S.  D.  523. 

Contract  executed  by  broker  can  be  repudiated  by  principal  so 
that  purchasers  can  not  enforce  it,  it  containing  terms,  among 
others,  that  vendors  shall  furnish  abstract  brought  down  to  date, 
contrary  to  the  provision  or  authorization  to  sell  that  '^all  prices 
are  net,  clear  of  expenses''.  Broadhead  £  Chapman  v.  Harrell, 
218  8.  W.  124,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

Where  brokers,  without  authority  from  their  principal,  con- 
tracted to  sell  more  land  than  the  principal  owned,  and  the  prin- 
cipal promptly  repudiated  the  contract  and  received  no  part  of 
such  money,  he  was  not  liable  to  the  purohaser  for  purohase 
money  received  by  the  brokers.  Eurford  v.  NorvaJl,  135  P.  1060, 
39  Okl.  496. 

The  rule  that  one  who  seeks  to  rescind  a  contract  must  rescind 
in  toto  is  inapplicable  to  a  suit  to  compel  a  real  estate  broker  to 
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smrender  piofits  obtained  through  unfair  dealings  on  his  own 
aooonnt  with  the  subject  of  the  agency,  eveiything  to  which  he 
is  entitled  being  restored  to  him.  Steven  v.  Oavin,  99  N.  E.  663, 
255  m.  480. 

Broker  not  entitled  to  a  commission  where  purchaser  repudi- 
ated one  of  the  conditions.  Warthen  ▼.  Stewart,  172  S.  W.  855, 
116  Ark.  294. 

Defendant  agreed  to  pay  plaintiff  one  dollar  an  acre  for  find- 
ing a  purchaser  for  a  certain  farm  at  $37.50  per  acre.  After  in- 
troducing a  purchaser,  but  before  selling,  defendant  wrote  plain- 
tiff that  he  had  no  hopes  of  making  a  sale  to  such  purchaser,  and 
with  the  owners  of  the  land  requiring  $35.00  net  per  acre,  which 
price  had  been  quoted  to  the  proposed  purchaser,  that  if  plaintiff 
still  desired  to  assist  and  make  his  commission  from  the  purchase 
price  oyer  $35.00  per  acre,  he  was  at  liberty  to  proceed,  otherwise 
the  arrangement  would  be  revoked.  Held,  that  such  letter  did 
not  constitute  a  revocation  of  plaintiff's  authority  so  as  to  de- 
prive him  of  the  right  to  a  broker^  commission  on  the  subsequent 
consummation  of  a  sale  to  such  purchaser.  Provident  Trust  Co. 
T.  DarrougK  78  N.  E.  1030,  168  Ind.  29. 


CHAPTER  IV. 

Section  24.     Ratification. 

Sec  24.    BatiflcatioiL 

Before  a  principal  can  be  bonnd  npon  the  ground  of  ratifica* 
tion,  it  must  appear  that  he  had  full  knowledge  of  all  the  ma- 
terial facte  affecting  his  interest  in  the  transaction.  Maze  ▼. 
Gordon,  96  Cal.  61,  30  Pac.  962;  Kerr  v.  Sharp,  83  IlL  199; 
Rowan  v.  Hyatt,  45  N.  Y.  138 ;  Ferguson  v.  Oooch,  ^  Va.  1,  26 
S.  E.  397;  Williame  ▼.  Moore,  24  Tex.  Civ.  App.  402,  58  S.  W. 
953 ;  Rosser  v.  Levi,  210  S.  W.  314,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — .  See 
also  Sec.  624. 

The  ratification  of  the  act  of  an  unauthorized  broker  makes 
the  principal  liable  to  compensate  him  for  his  services.  MerriU 
V.  Laiham,  8  Colo.  App.  263,  45  P.  524;  Hoyt  v.  Tuxbury,  70 
111.  331 ;  Downing  v.  Buck,  135  Mich.  636,  98  N.  W.  388 ;  Da/yton 
V.  Am.  Steel  Barge  Co.,  73  N.  T.  S.  316,  36  Misc.  223.  See  also 
Sees.  620,  621. 

The  same  rule  holds  true  where  the  broker  was  employed  hy 
an  unauthorized  third  party.  McKinnon  v.  Hope,  118  Ga.  462, 
45  S.  E.  413 ;  Hurt  v.  Jones,  105  Mo.  App.  106,  79  S.  W.  486 ; 
Charles  v.  Cook,  84  N.  T.  S.  867,  88  App.  Div.  81;  Lyle  v.  Ben- 
nett, 70  N.  Y.  S.  283,  34  Misc.  476 ;  Markham  v.  Washburn,  18 
N.  Y.  S.  355 ;  Oraves  v.  Bains,  78  Tex.  92,  14  S.  W.  256 ;  ifc- 
Cormach  v.  McCaffery,  74  N.  Y.  S.  836,  36  Misc.  775;  Foss  v. 
N.  T.  Cen.  &  H.  R.  B.  Co.,  146  N.  Y.  Sup.  930,  161  App.  Die. 
681;  judg.  aflPd,  112  K  E.  1069,  217  N.  Y.  727.  This  is  espe- 
cially the  case  if  at  the  time  the  principal  has  knowledge  that 
the  broker  assumed  to  act  for  him.  Twelfth  St.  Market  Co.  v. 
Jackson,  102  Pa.  St.  269;  Oillespie  v.  Dick  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '08), 
111  S.  W.  664;  Suter  y.  Farmers*  Fertilizer  Co.,  126  N.  B.  304, 
100  Ohio,  403. 
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In  the  absence  of  a  contract  of  employment,  it  is  sufficient 
that  the  defendant  adopted  and  ratified  the  plaintiff's  acta.  ChiU 
ion  V.  Sutler,  1  E.  D.  Smith  (N.  Y.),  160;  Lawler  v.  Armstrong 
(WasL  Sup.  '09),  102  P.  775.  And  such  ratification  relates 
back  to  the  making  of  the  contract.  Clark  v.  Van  Beinsdeck,  9 
Cranch  (U.  S.),  153;  Boby  v.  Cassitt,  78  111.  638;  Ooodell  v. 
Woodruff,  20  111.  191;  Bell  v.  Byereon,  11  Iowa,  233;  Barbour 
T.  Craig,  6  Litt.  (Ky.)  213;  lUyere  y.  Simmons,  19  La.  Ann. 
370;  Williams  v.  Mitchell,  17  Mass.  98;  Lowry  t.  Harris,  12 
Minn.  255 ;  Baker  v.  Byrne,  10  Miss.  193 ;  Cowan  v.  Wheeler,  31 
Me.  439;  Despatch,  etc.,  v.  Bellamy  Mfg.  Co.,  12  N.  H.  206; 
Lyons  y.  Pyatt,  51  N.  J.  Eq.  60,  26  A.  334 ;  Como  v.  Pt.  Henry 
Co.,  12  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  27;  Weisinger  v.  TFfc««Z«r,  14  Wis.  109; 
Tanier-Clark  Bealty  Co.  v.  Hedges,  133  P.  609,  24  Idaho,  304; 
Steven  y.  6ainn,  90  N.  E.  663,  265  111.  480 ;  Carlson  v.  Marshall, 
174  111.  App.  438;  Whitney  v.  Bm5«ZZ,  146  P.  141,  76  Or.  28, 
L.  B.  A.  1915  D,  267;  HarraU  v.  Bridges,,  162  S.  W.  1001,  — 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

A  principal,  however,  is  not  bound  by  the  ratification  of  a 
sale  of  real  estate  made  by  a  broker,  if  the  approval  was  brought 
about  by  misstatements  of  the  broker  as  to  the  terms  of  the  sale. 
Rowan  v.  Hyatt,  45  N.  Y.  138;  Edwards  v.  Davidson  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.  '04),  79  S.  W.  48;  Halsey  v.  Monteiro,  92^  Va.  581,  24  S. 
E.  258 ;  Solmson  v.  Deese,  218  S.  W.  657,  —  Ark)  Sup.  — . 

Although  the  written  agreement  entered  into  by  the  broker 
may  have  been  so  imperfectly  executed  as  not  to  bind  either  of 
the  principals,  they  both  ratified  it  and  became  bound  by  its 
provisions,  by  their  letters  and  by  the  execution  and  tender  of 
the  deed  for  the  premises.  Lyons  v.  Pyatt,  51  N.  J.  Eq.  60,  26 
A.  534 ;  Ettinger  v.  Weatherhead,  29  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  E.  137. 

A  sale  of  real  estate  by  the  owner  to  a  purchaser  with  whom 
a  broker  had  unauthorizedly  negotiated  was  not  a  ratification  of 
the  agency  of  such  broker.  Loving  Co.  v.  Hesperian  Cattle  Co., 
176  Mo.  330,  75  S.  W.  1095 ;  Copeland  v.  Stoneham  Tannery  Co., 
142  Pa.  St.  446,  21  A.  825 ;  Williams  v.  Moore,  24  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
402,  58  S.  W.  953.    See  also  Sees.  415,  618. 

In  other  cases,  where  the  broker  negotiated  sales  in  violation 
of  his  instructions,  and  the  owner,  by  correspondence  or  other- 
wise, agreed  thereto,  the  acts  were  ratified.    Sleeper  v.  Murphy, 
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120  Iowa,  132,  94  N.  W,  276;  GeloH  v.  Bxdge,  117  Mo.  668,  28 
S.  W.  882;  Bmiih  v.  Schiele,  98  Cal.  144,  28  P.  857;  Neaiit  v. 
Helser,  49  Mo.  383 ;  Suydam  v.  Vogel,  84  N.  Y.  S.  915 ;  Wood  & 
Taium  Co.  v.  Bashr,  173  P.  1109,  —  Cal.  App.  — .    See  Sec.  429. 

Where,  by  the  terms  of  the  contract,  a  warranty  deed  should 
have  been  executed  at  a  certain  time,  and  about  that  time  a 
special  warranty   deed  was  forwarded  to  the  owner  who  had 
executed  the  contract,  by  a  clerk  in  the  ofSce  of  one  who  had 
authority  to  collect  rents,  etc.,  for  the  land-owner,  the  purchaser 
refused  to  accept  such  deed,  and  the  one  who  had  executed  the 
contract  returned  it  to  the  sender;  subsequently  a  letter  was  re- 
ceived by  the  one  who  had  executed  the  contract  stating  that 
the  land-owner  would  execute  no  other  deed,  signed  with  the 
firm  name,  one  of  the  names  being  the  same  as  that  of  the  land- 
owner, but  he  was  not  shown  to  have  been  a  member  of  the  firm. 
Held,  that  it  not  appearing  that  the  owner  knew  of  the  con- 
tract, no  ratification  was  shown.    Topliff  v.  ShadweU,  64  Ean. 
884,  67  P.  545 ;  Stemler  v.  Bass,  153  Cal.  791,  96  P.  809 ;  Foss 
Inv.  Co.  V.  Ater,  49  Wash.  446,  95  P.  1017 ;  Larson  v.  Neuman 
(N.  D.  Sup.  '09),  121  N.  W.  202. 

A  broker  procured  to  be  made  to  himself  a  deed  of  land 
which  he  was  employed  to  sell,  the  grantor  intending  it  only 
as  a  means  of  carrying  into  effect  a  supposed  sale  to- a  third 
party,  but  the  grantee  secretly  intending  to  obtain  the  land  to 
his  own  use,  and  also  fraudulently  misrepresenting  the  value 
of  the  consideration,  which  consisted  of  certificates  of  stock  in 
mining  companies.  Held,  that  the  deed  was  not  void,  but  only 
voidable,  and  that  if  the  grantor,  who  soon  learned  the  facts 
entitling  him  to  an  avoidance,  neglected  for  more  than  two  years 
to  do  any  act  to  avoid  it,  and  exchanged  the  stock  for  other 
stocks,  he  must  be  taken  to  have  ratified  the  conveyance,  and 
could  not  maintain  a  writ  of  entry  to  recover  the  land.  Bassett 
V.  Brown,  105  Mass.  551.  Compare  lAghicap  v.  Nicola,  34  Pa. 
Super.  Ct.  189. 

Where  defendant's  husband  had  an  interview  with  plaintiff 
in  regard  to  a  sale  of  her  land,  and  that  in  response  to  a  letter 
from  plaintiff  the  husband  called  at  the  office  and  was  intro- 
duced to  T,  and  the  latter  showed  defendant  and  her  husband 
.land  that  he  wished  to  exchange,  but  it  did  not  satisfy  defend- 
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ant ;  afterward  she  accepted  another  offer  made  by  T.  to  buy 

the  land ;  on  the  trial  defendant  and  her  husband  attempted  to 

mippress  their  own  testimony,  and  their  conduct  justified  the  be-  / 

lief  that  defendant  had  authorized  or  ratified,  her  husband's 

act    Sims  v.  Rockwell,  156  Mass.  372,  31  N.  E.  484. 

An  unauthorized  contract  of  sale  is  binding  upon  a  principal 
when  ratified  through  another  duly  authorized  agent.  Hoyi  y. 
Tuxbury,  70  111.  331.  A  principal  may,  by  accepting  the  pro- 
ceeds, ratify  a  sale  made  by  his  broker  upon  false  represen* 
tationa.  KeUy  v.  Carter,  55  Ark.  112,  17  S.  W.  706 ;  PoweU  v. 
Ganan,  18  B.  Monroe  (Ey.),  179;  Sioekhridge  v.  West  Stocks 
iridge,  14  Mass.  257,  261;  Vaughn  r.  Sheridan,  60  Mich.  155; 
Krumer  v.  Beach,  25  Hun  (K  Y.),  293;  Roberts  y.  Hilton  Ld. 
M.  Co.,  45  Wash.  464,  88  P.  946 ;  Elwood  r.  Tiemair,  139  P.  862, 
91  Kan.  842 ;  Bond  v.  HumbeH,  85  A.  943,  118  Md.  650.  See 
also  See.  622.  Batification  may  arise  from  long  acquiescence. 
Kehler  y.  Kemble,  26  La.  Ann.  713 ;  Hull  y.  Harper,  17  HI.  82 ; 
Williams  y.  Merritt,  23  lU.  623.  From  the  bringing  of  a  suit  by 
the  principal  to  acquire  the  benefit  of  the  acts  of  the  alleged 
agent  Bank  of  Beloit  y.  Beale,  34  N.  Y.  473;  Carsee  y.  Paul, 
41  N.  H.  24 ;  Walker  y.  MobUe,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  34  Miss.  245 ;  Folger 
y.  Mitchell,  3  Pick.  (Mass.)  396.  By  a  letter  from  the  princi]Mil 
to  his  agent  authorizing  certain  acts,  although  recelTed  after  their 
performance.    Rice  y.  McLaren,  42  Me.  157. 

No  act  is  capable  of  ratification  unless  performed  by  the  agent 
in  behalf  of  his  principal.  CoUins  y.  Snow,  7  Bobt.  (N.  Y.) 
623 ;  Com.  Bank  y.  Jones,  18  Tex.  811 ;  Fellows  y.  Commission- 
ers, 36  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  655. 

The  policy  of  the  law  will  not  permit  a  principal  to  ratify 
an  unauthorized  act  in  part  and  repudiate  the  remainder;  it 
must  be  accepted  or  rejected  as  an  entirety.  Fisher  y.  Stevens, 
16  ni.  397;  Henderson  y.  Cummings,  44  111.  325;  Wedner  y. 
Lane,  14  Mich.  124;  ElweU  y.  Chamberlain,  31  N.  Y.  611;  Cole- 
man y.  Stark,  1  Ore.  115;  Bishop  y.  Stewart,  13  Ney.  25;  NeweU 
y.  Hurlbut,  2  Ver.  351 ;  Kyle  y.  Rippey,  20  Oregon,  446,  26  P. 
«fUo. 

A  principal  taking  possession,  knowing  of  a  mortgage  giyen 
by  the  agent  to  purchase  the  land  for  the  unpaid  purchase 
money,  and  a  note  executed  at  the  same  time  by  the  agent  for 
the  same  purpose,  ratified  his  acts.  Fouch  y.  WUson,  59  Ind.  93. 
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'A  principal  will  not  be  held  to  have  ratified  unauthorized 
acts  of  his  agent  unless,  at  the  time,  he  was  fully  aware  of  all 
the  circumstances.  Owings  v.  HaU,  9  Peters  (U.  S.),  607; 
Fedrick  v.  Bice,  13  Iowa,  214;  Fletcher  v.  Dysari,  9  B.  Monroe 
(Ky.),  413;  Woodbury  v.  Larned,  5  Minn.  339;  Pittsburg,  etc., 
R.  V.  Qazzm,  32  Pa.  St.  340;  Hardeman  v.  Ford,  12  Ga.  205; 
Dodge  v.  McDonnell,  14  Wis.  600;  Dickerson  v.  Conway,  12 
Allen  (Mass.),  487;  Seymour  v.  Wychoff,  10  N.  T.  213;  Stein  v. 
Kendall,  1  BradweU  (111.),  193;  Bosseau  v.  O'Brien,  4  Biss.  (U. 
S.)  395. 

Before  a  person  can  be  bound  by  the  ratification  of  the  pur- 
chase of  certain  real  estate  by  his  broker,  instead  of  a  particu- 
lar lot,  it  must  appear  that  he  was  informed  of  all  the  material 
facts  in  the  transaction.  Kerr  v.  Sharp,  83  111.  199;  Stein  v. 
Kendall,  1  111.  App.  103. 

Where  an  agent  for  the  sale  of  real  estate  executed  his  in- 
structions in  selling  a  part  of  the  property  in  regard  to  which 
he  was  authorized  only  to  negotiate  for  a  sale,  and  his  prin- 
cipal afterward  impliedly  ratified  all  his  acts  by  receiving  the 
money  for  the  sale  of  all  the  land,  but  it  appeared  that  he  did 
not  know  that  the  portion  unintended  had  been  sold.  Held, 
that  the  agreement  made  by  the  agent  was  neither  authorized 
nor  ratified.  Lester  v.  Kinne,  37  Conn.  9.  The  unauthorized 
deed  of  an  agent,  whore  still  required  to  be  sealed,  can  be  rati- 
fied only  by  an  instrument  under  seal.  Spofford  v.  Hobbs,  29 
Me.  148;  Drumright  v.  Philpot,  16  6a.  424;  Reese  v.  Medlock, 
27  Tex.  120.  Where  the  instrument  unauthorizedly  executed  by 
the  agent  did  not  require  a  seal,  a  written  ratification  without 
suffices.  Crazier  v.  Karr,  11  Texas,  376;  Adams  v.  Power,  52 
Miss.  828. 

In  those  States  which  do  not  require  the  authority  of  the  agent 
to  be  in  writing  the  principal  may  ratify  by  parol.  1  Parsons 
on  Con.  52 ;  Hammond  v.  Hannin,  21  Mich.  374.  And  in  States 
where  parol  ratification  prevails,  the  approval  of  the  principal 
may  be  inferred  from  acts.  Hammond  v.  Hannin,  21  Mich.  374. 
Where  a  written  contract  for  the  sale  of  lands  was  made  by 
one  to  whom  power  therefor  could  not  be  delegated,  such  act 
may  be  ratified  by  an  instrument  in  writing  to  satisfy  the  stat- 
ute of  frauds.    Newton  v.  Branson,  13  N.  Y.  587. 
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In  Pennsylvania  an  unauthorized  lease  of  land  by  an  agent 
for  a  longer  period  than  three  years  can  be  ratified  by  the  owner 
only  in  "writing.  McDowell  v.  Simpson,  3  Watts  (Pa.),  129. 
When  informed  of  the  unauthorized  acts  of  his  agent  the  prin- 
cipal must,  within  a  reasonable  time,  elect  to  approve  or  disap- 
prove; if  he  does  not  disaffirm  them  the  agent  may  presume 
that  his  conduct  has  been  approved;  silence  will  be  equivalent 
to  approval  Meyer  v.  Morgan,  51  Miss.  21;  Hawkins  v. 
Sanger,  22  Minn.  557. 

One  does  not  ratify  the  unauthorized  acts. of  others  in  exe- 
cuting a  contract  of  sale  of  his  lots  by  merely  remdning  silent 
a  long  time^  he  not  having  known  of  the  facts  and  having  been 
misled  in  important  particulars  by  their  letter,  having  received 
no  benefits  under  the  contract,  and  his  silence  not  having  caused 
the  vendee  to  change  his  position  for  the  worse.  Colvin  v. 
Blanchard  (Tex.  Sup.  '07),  106  S.  W.  323;  affirming  103  S.  W. 
1118;  List  &  Son  Co.  v.  Chase,  80  0.  St.  42;  Cohen  v.  Jackson, 
96  K  E.  669,  210  Mass.  328;  Smith  v.  Craig,  112  P.  513,  61 
Wash.  528 ;  Crumpacker  v.  Jeffrey,  115  N.  E.  62. 

Where  a  property  owner,  with  knowledge  of  the  custom  of  real 
estate  agents  to  charge  both  parties  commissions  on  exchange  of 
property,  allows  the  broker  to  render  the  services  and  remains 
silent,  the  broker  is  entitled  to  recover  a  commission  from  him. 
Barney  v.  Sturgeon,  86  S.  E.  660,  17  Qa.  App.  292. 

A  valid,  binding  ratification,  when  made,  can  not  be  revoked, 
but  the  principal  must  abide  by  it,  whether  it  be  to  his  detri- 
ment or  to  his  advantage.  Watterson  v.  Rogers,  21  Kan.  529. 
In  the  absence  of  express  ratification  by  the  principal,  there 
must  be  an  appropriation  by  him  of  the  services  of  the  broker 
under  such  circumstances  as  would  render  the  withholding  of 
remuneration  therefor  inequitable.  Atwater  v.  Lockwood,  39 
Ckmn.  45;  Albany  Land  Co.  v.  Bickel,  162  Ind.  222,  70  N.  E. 
158,  Ettinger  v.  WeatJierhead,  29  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  R.  137. 

W,  the  president  of  the  defendant  company,  agreed  to  pay 
the  plaintiff  a  commission  for  procuring  a  purchaser  of  land 
which  they  thought  belonged  to  W,  but  which  belonged  to  the 
company,  plaintiff  procured  a  purchaser  and  W  sold  him  the 
land — ^the  company  knew  nothing  of  the  contract  with  plaintiff, 
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but  ratified  the  sale  and  made  a  deed  to  the  puithaser.  Held, 
that  plaintiff  conld  not  recover  commissions  from  the  company. 
Capeland  v.  Staneham  Tannery  Co.,  142  Pa.  St  446,  21  AtL  825. 

A  contract  of  sale  of  realty  was  made  by  one  having  no  title 
nor  authority  to  execute  such  an  instrument;  the  attorney  for 
the  purchaser  was  informed  by  the  equitable  owner  that  such 
person  was  authorized  to  sell.  Held,  that  such  statement  was  a 
ratification  of  the  agent's  authority  which  estopped  the  equitable 
owner  from  denying  it.  Oregg  v.  Carey,  4  Cal.  App.  354,  88 
P.  282. 

Where  an  ag^t  is  authorized  to  procure  a  purchaser  for  real 
estate  at  a  fixed  sum  and  for  a  stipulated  compensation,  he  can 
recover  the  compensation  when  he  procures  a  purchaser  to 
whom  the  owner  sells,  although  he  accepts  a  less  sum  than  that 
at  which  he  authorized  the  agent  to  sell.  Ice  v.  Maxwell,  61 
W.  Va.  9,  55  S.  E.  899 ;  Weeks  v.  Smith  (N.  J.  Sup.  '10) ,  75 
A.  773. 

Where  the  defendant  put  real  estate  in  the  hands  of  the  plain- 
tiff to  sell,  directing  him  not  to  sell  it»  but,  nevertheless,  for- 
getting the  injunction  placed  upon  him  he  did  advertise  the 
property,  and  a  person  reading  the  same  went  directly  to  the 
defendant  who  sold  him  the  property,  this  was  a  ratification 
of  plaintiff's  departure  from  instructions,  and  the  defendant 
was  liable  to  the  plaintiff  for  commissions.  Maloon  v.  Barrett, 
192  Mass.  552,  78  N.  E.  560. 

Where  plaintiff,  having  obtained  from  the  defendant  a  state- 
ment as  to  the  price  and  terms  at  which  to  sell  certain  real 
estate,  found  a  person  able  and  willing  to  purchase  on  the 
terms  stated,  and  notified  the  defendant,  enclosing  a  deed  for 
execution,  which  defendant  executed  and  sent  to  one  R,  with  a 
letter  constituting  B,  his  agent,  to  deliver  the  deed  and  com- 
plete the  sale,  if  the  terms  were  the  best  obtainable,  defendant, 
through  the  said  agent  R,  refused  to  accept  such  terms  and  re- 
fused to  deliver  such  deed.  Held,  that  these  facts  amounted 
neither  to  an  acceptance  of  the  plaintiff's  proposal,  nor  to  a 
ratification  of  the  unauthorized  acts  of  plaintiff  in  negotiating 
with  a  third  person  for  the  purchase  of  the  property.  Harris 
V.  Reynolds  (North  Dak.  '07),  Supreme  Ciourt,  114  N.  W.  369. 

If  a  broker  undertakes  to  modify  his  authority  the  principal 
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may  repudiate  and  decline  to  be  bound  thereby,  or  he  may  ratify 
his  act  and  be  bound  by  the  change.  Phimzy  ▼.  Bush,  129  Ga. 
479,  59  S.  S.  259.  In  a  sait  for  commissions  for  finding  a 
purchaser  for  land  listed  with  brokers,  and  by  them  relisted 
with  plaintiff's  firm,  it  was  essential  to  authorize  a  recovery 
that  the  land  was  so  relisted  by  authority  from  defendant,  either 
express  or  implied,  unless  after  the  land  was  listed  with  the 
first  brokers,  they  so  relisted  it,  and,  defendant  being  aware 
of  it,  ratified  the  act.  Sterling  v.  DeL<mne  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '07), 
105  S.  W.  1169. 

Under  the  Missouri  statute  providing  that  no  contract  for  the 
sale  of  real  estate,  made  by  an  agent,  shall  be  binding  unless 
the  agent  be  authorized  in  writing  to  make  the  contract,  the 
ratification  of  the  contract  by  the  principal  for  the  sale  of  land 
by  the  agent  must  be  in  writing,  where  no  element  of  equitable 
estoppel  exists.    Johnson  v.  Fechiy  185  Mo.  335,  83  S.  W.  1077. 

Under  Bums's  Stat.  1908,  sec.  7463^  requiring  a  contract  for 
a  commission  for  the  sale  of  land  to  be  in  writing,  signed  by  the 
owner  or  his  representative,  held,  as  an  owner  could  not  sign  his 
name  by  the  broker,  his  subsequent  statement  to  the  broker  that 
he  would  pay  the  commission  stated  in  the  contract  signed  by 
the  broker  could  not  amount  to  a  ratification.  Lowe  v.  Mohler, 
105  K  E.  934,  66  Ind.  App.  693. 

Where  a  third  party  conducted  negotiations,  procured  a  loan, 
and  drew  the  note  and  mortgage,  on  which  suit  was  based,  for 
defendant,  though  not  authorized  directly  to  do  so  for  them,  and 
they  accepted  the  loan  and  executed  the  note  and  mortgage,  they 
thereby  ratified  the  acts  of  such  third  party  and  were  bound 
thereby  as  effectually  as  though  they  had  expressly  authorized 
him  to  act  as  their  agent.  Marks  v.  Taylor,  23  Utah,  470,  63 
P.  897,  65  P.  203. 

Where  the  contract  of  a  sub-agent  is  ratified  by  the  owner,  in 
case  of  a  sale  the  sub-agent  may  sue  the  owner  for  the  commis- 
sion,  and  is  not  limited  to  his  action  against  the  broker  employ- 
ing him.  Warren  Com.  £  Inv.  Co.  v.  Hull  B.  E.  Co.,  120  Mo. 
App.  432,  96  S.  W.  1038;  Mechem  on  Agency,  Sees.  197,  227. 

Under  L.  O.  L.  sec.  808,  requiring  brokers'  authority  to  sell 
lands  to  be  in  writing,  with  the  owner's  consent  to  sales  to  a 
purchaser  procured  by  a  sub-agent  of  his  broker^  with  knowledge 
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that  the  purchaser  had  been  so  procured^  was  not  such  a  ratifica- 
tion of  the  sub-agent's  oral  employment  as  would  hold  the  owner 
for  a  commission.  Sorensen  v.  Smith,  129  F.  757^  65  Or.  78,  51 
L.  B.  A.  (N.  S.)  612,  Ann.  Cases  1915  A,  1127;  judg.  afPd  on  re. 
131  P.  1022,  65  Or.  78. 

Where  the  owner  at  first  refuses  an  offer  as  too  low,  and  dis- 
charges the  broker,  and  thereafter,  through  another  broker,  ac* 
cepts,  he  is  liable  to  the  first  broker  for  commissions,  the  sale 
having  been  made  to  his  customer  at  the  price  originally  offered. 
Oottschalk  v.  Jennings,  1  La.  Ann.  5;  Cadigan  v.  Crdbtree,  179 
Mass.  474,  61  N.  B.  37,  55  L.  R.  A.  77 ;  Buehler  v.  Weiffenbach, 
46  N.  T.  S.  861,  21  Misc.  30 ;  Peckham  v.  Ashhurst,  18  R.  I.  376, 
28  A.  337. 

Where  a  broker  sent  a  customer  to  his  principal,  and  the  cus- 
tomer told  him  that  the  broker  had  shown  him  the  land,  this 
was  held  sufScient  to  bind  and  obligate  the  principal  to  pay 
the  broker  for  the  services  he  rendered  in  procuring  the  pur- 
chaser. •  ReishtiS'Reiner  Land  Co.  v.  Benner,  91  Minn.  401,  98 
N.  W.  186. 

A  co-agent,  under  a  power  to  sell,  is  not  bound  by  an  unau- 
thorized option,  not  given  or  ratified  by  himself,  and  if  he  pur- 
chases the  land  for  himself,  can  not  be  held  as  a  trustee  for  the 
claimant  under  the  option.  Tibbs  v.  Zirkle,  55  W.  Va.  49,  46 
S.  E.  701,  104  AuL  St.  R.  977.  An  owner  who  has  sanctioned 
sales  by  accepting  the  proceeds  can  not  contend  that  the  power 
of  attorney  did  not  authorize  the  sales.  Vaughn  v.  Sheridan, 
50  Mich.  155.  A  principal  appropriating  the  benefits  of  an 
unauthorized  act  of  a  broker  becomes  liable  by  the  ratification 
to  compensate  him  for  his  services.  Merrill  v.  Latham,  8  Colo. 
App.  263,  45  P.  524;  Downing  v.  Buck,  135  Mich.  636,  98  N. 

W.  388;  Dayton  v.  Am.  Steel  Barge  Co.,  73  N.  T.  S.  316,  36 
Misc.  223 ;  Barbour  v.  Cantrell,  69  S.  67,  193  Ala.  154 ;  Duncan 
V.  Turner,  164  S.  W.  816,  171  Mo.  App.  661;  Wilson  v.  Burch, 
162  S.  W.  1018,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ;  Henderson  &  Grant  v. 
OilbeH,  171  S.  W.  304;  Fishbach  v.  Vining,  125  P.  659,  22  Colo. 
App.  419 ;  Record  v.  Littlefield,  106  N".  E.  142,  218  Mass.  483 ; 
Stevens  v.  Odlin,  84  A.  899,  100  Me.  417;  Crumpacker  v.  Jeffrey, 
116  N.  E.  62,  —  Ind.  App.  — . 
A  real  estate  agent  inquired  of  an  owner  whether  he  would 
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sell  real  estate  for  $6,500  cash,  clear  of  special  taxes.  The  owner 
replied  that  he  would  sell  for  that  sum,  net.  The  agent  con- 
tracted with  a  purchaser  for  a  sale  at  $7,000,  payable  on  de- 
livery of  a  warranty  deed  and  abstract,  all  assessments  to  be 
paid,  and  notified  the  owner  of  the  sale  and  requested  an  ab- 
stract. The  owner  sent  an  abstract,  and  stated  that  it  was  his 
understanding  that  the  price  was  $6,500  net,  and  that  he  would 
pay  no  back  taxes  or  any  other  expenses.  Held,  that  the  con- 
tract was  not  enforceable  against  the  owner,  since  he  neither 
authorized  the  agent  to  make  it,  nor  ratified  it.  Hutchins  v. 
Wertheimer,  51  Wash.  539,  99  P.  577.  See  references  under 
Sec  307. 

Owner  of  lots  held  to  have  accepted  and  approved  real  estate 
agenf  s  plan  to  sell  the  lots  subject  to  building  restrictions  by  ex- 
ecuting deeds  containing  the  restrictions.  Wiegman  v.  KtLsel, 
110  N.  E.  884,  270  HI.  620. 

Greneral  power  of  attorney  from  a  widow  is  suflBcient  to  autho- 
rize the  holder  to  agree  on  her  behalf  to  pay  a  commission  for 
selling  her  land,  authorized,  after  a  sale,  the  reduction  of  the 
agreement  to  writing  correcting  the  defect  of  the  parol  agree- 
ment, under  Civil  Code,  sec.  2307,  providing  that  an  agency  may 
be  created  by  ratification.  StiegUtz  v.  Settle,  165  P.  436,  —  Cal. 
Sup.  — . 

Where  real  estate  brokers,  who  undertook  to  trade  lands  to  de- 
fendants satisfaction,  and  in  such  manner  that  defendant  would 
get  a  small  tract  of  80  or  120  acres,  actually  made  a  trade  for 
town  property  which  defendant  ratified  and  carried  out,  defend- 
ant is  conclusively  presumed  to  have  been  satisfied,  and  is  liable 
for  comnussion.  Peterson  v.  Wtlds,  173  N.  W.  126,  —  Iowa 
Sup.  — . 
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27.  The  attorney  in  fact. 

Sec.  26.    Privity. 

In  the  absence  of  contractual  relations,  a  sub-agent  is  not  en- 
titled to  recover  from  the  owner  for  want  of  privity.  /.  B. 
Watkuis  Ld.  Mige.  Co,  v.  Thetford  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '06),  96 
S.  W.  72;  Sterling  v.  DeLaune  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  W),  105  S.  W. 
1169.  See  also  Sec.  393.  Rmney  v.  Donovan,  78  Mich.  318,  44 
N.  W.  276 ;  Mechem  on  Ag.  Sees.  197,  227 ;  MwUer  v.  BeU  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.  '09),  117  S.  W.  993. 

Fraudulent  representations  made  to  the  principal  by  third 
parties  in  privity  with  the  broker,  defeat  his  right  to  commis- 
sions. Mullen  V.  Bower,  22  Ind.  App.  294,  53  N.  E.  790.  See 
also  Sees.  390,  391.  If  A  is  employed  as  a  broker  to  sell  B's 
house,  on  an  agreement  that  he  will  inform  B,  if  he  sends  a 
purchaser,  and  A  and  C  then  agree  that  if  C  will  procure  a 
purchaser,  he  shall  share  with  A  in  the  commission,  and  C,  in 
going  to  look  at  the  house,  tells  B  that  no  broker  has  anything 
to  do  with  the  trade,  and  a  price  is  named  on  that  understand- 
ing, and  the  house  is  bought  by  a  purchaser  procured  by  C,  A 
and  C  are  partners  in  the  business  of  effecting  a  sale  of  B's 
house  to  such  purchaser,  and  C's  fraud,  though  not  partici- 
pated  in  by  A,  will  bar  an  action  by  A  against  B  for  the  com- 
mission,  prosecuted  for  the  joint  benefit  and  at  the  joint  ex- 
pense of  A  and  C.  Thtuing  v.  Clifford,  136  Mass.  482;  Haven 
V.  Tartar,  124  Mo.  App.  691,  102  S.  W.  21. 

A  broker  employed  to  sell  real  estate  is  unable,  for  want  of 
privity,  to  enforce  a  stipulation  in  the  contract  of  sale  be- 
tween vendor  and  vendee  by  which  the  latter  agrees  to  pay  the 
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commiflsioii.  Bah  t.  Birsokbein,  11  N.  Y.  S.  776;  Oridley  y. 
Sapless,  43  111.  App.  503 ;  Lawyer  v.  Post,  109  Fed  Bep.  512, 
47  C.  C.  A.  491;  Davenport  v.  Ash,  121  La.  209,  46  S.  213; 
Le  Master  v.  Dotham  Real  Est.  Ag.  (T.  C.  A.  '09),  121  S.  W. 
185.  See  also  Sec.  662.  For  the  same  reason,  a  purchaser  can 
not,  in  an  action  ex  contractu,  recover  from  the  agent  of  the 
seller  the  excess  paid  to  the  agent  beyond  the  price  demanded 
hy  the  seller.  Lazarus  v.  Sands,  27  N.  Y.  S.  885,  7  Misc.  B.  282, 
33  N.  Y.  S.  855,  12  Misc.  B.  575. 

Where  an  agent  to  sell  property  sells  to  a  firm  of  which  he 
is  a  member,  without  the  knowledge  of  the  principal  that  he  is 
interested  in  the  purchase,  the  partners  of  the  agent  can  not 
recover  damages  of  the  principal  on  account  of  misrepresenta- 
tions made  by  the  agent,  they  being  parties  to  his  violation  of 
his  trust.  PinevUle  v.  Hottingsworth,  21  Ey.  L.  B.  899,  53 
S.  W.  279. 

Purchasers  of  land  were  under  no  legal  obligation  to  the 
owner's  broker,  and  could  so  arrange  the  purchase  as  to  permit 
another  broker  to  procure  the  commission,  though  the  owner's 
broker  drew  their  attention  to  the  property,  and  he  has  no 
cause  of  action  against  the  other  broker,  his  remedy  being  against 
his  principal,  if  he  was  the  procuring  cause  of  the  sale.  Op- 
penheimer  v.  Bamett,  116  N.  Y.  S.  44. 

A  purchaser  of  property  from  a  broker  could  not  defeat  the 
broker's  right  of  action  on  a  check  of  the  purchaeer  turned  over 
to  him  by  the  owner  of  the  property  sold,  because  the  broker  made 
false  representations  as  to  what  the  owners  would  sell  for.  AronO" 
witz  V.  Woglard,  162  N.  Y.  Sup.  11,  166  App.  Div.  365. 

Where  title  to  land  remains  in  his  principal,  a  broker  whose 
commission  is  contingent  on  closing  a  sale  has  no  such  an  inter- 
est in  the  sale  contract  as  entitled  him  to  sue  for  its  breach,  al- 
though the  contract  is  made  in  the  broker's  name.  Hardie  v.  Dan 
Sonnentheil  Co.,  192  S.  W.  1161,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

Where  agent  of  a  farm  employed  another  broker  as  agent,  who 
sold  the  farm  at  a  price  in  excess  of  the  minimum  demanded, 
pocketing  the  difference,  the  seller,  by  a  cross-complaint  for  such 
difference,  ratified  the  appointment  and  the  sale,  so  that  there 
was  a  pririty  of  contract  with  the  selling  agent  which  entitled 
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the  owner  to  recover,  as  the  real  party  in  interest,  snch  difference. 
Burt  £  Carlquist  Co.  v.  Marks,  177  P.  224,  —  Utah  Snp.  — . 

Where  agent  for  the  sale  of  land  had  previonsly  agreed  with 
a  third  person  to  divide  commission  with  him,  such  third  person 
was  neither  a  necessary  nor  a  proper  party  to  an  action  for  com- 
missions, the  owner  of  the  land  not  being  in  privity  with  him. 
Jenkins  v.  Irwin,  178  P.  33,  —  Ariz  Sup.  — . 

A  realty  broker  who  procured  defendant  to  agree  to  exchange 
his  land  for  the  land  of  the  broker's  principal  is  not  entitled  to 
recover  damages  by  way  of  lost  commissions  from  defendant  who 
has  refused  to  perform.  Baker  v.  Oreer,  208  S.  W.  755,  —  Ter. 
Civ.  App.  — . 

Sec.  26.    The  power  of  attorney,  its  eactent  and  it»  limitationi. 

A  power  of  attorney  to  buy  and  sell  real  estate,  etc.,  does 
not  authorize  a  sale  of  land  acquired  by  the  grantor  before  he 
executed  such  power.    Oreve  v.  Coffin,  14  Minn.  345. 

In  one  case  it  vras  held  that  the  word  ''sell/*  in  a  power  of 
attorney  authorizing  a  party  to  sell  or  lease  any  and  all  real 
estate,  etc.,  gives  ample  power  to  complete  a  sale  by  making 
a  deed  of  conveyance  to  the  purchaser.  Hemstreei  v.  Burdick, 
90  111.  444.  Compare  Bacon  v.  Davis  (Cal.  App.  '08),  98  P.  71. 
Where  the  power  granted  to  the  agent  is  special,  if,  in  an  at- 
tempt to  bind  his  principal,  he  varies  from  it,  his  act  is  void. 
MitcheU  v.  Sprout,  5  J.  J.  Marsh  (Ky.),  264.  An  agent  em- 
ployed  to  collect  rents  is  vrithout  authority  to  employ  an  en- 
gineer. Crozier  v.  Beins,  4  IlL  App.  564.  A  power  of  attorney 
confirming  all  sales  and  leases  confers  power  to  sell  land.  SuUi- 
van  V.  Davis,  4  CaL  291.  A  power  of  attorney  to  sell  one-half 
of  a  tract  of  land  imposes  discretion  to  determine  which  half. 
Alemany  v.  Daly,  36  Cal.  90. 

A  power  of  attorney  to  sell  any  or  all  of  constituent's  real 
estate,  authorizes  the  sale  of  that  acquired  subsequently.  Fay 
V.  Winchester,  4  Mete.  (Mass.)  513;  Burkey  v.  Judd,  22  Minn. 
287.  A  power  to  sell  all  land  principal  has  not  previously  con- 
veyed authorizes  the  sale  of  that  which  had  been  sold  but  not 
conveyed.    Mitchell  v.  Maupin,  3  T.  B.  Mon.  (Ky.),  185. 

A  power  authorizing  an  agent  "to  grant,  bargain  and  sdl*' 
certain  lands,  or  any  part  or  parcel  thereof,  authorizes  the  agent 
to  sell  on  reasonable  credit,  to  receive  payment,  and  a  payment 
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to  liim  was  a  payment  to  the  principal,  and,  if  circumstances 
rendered  it  favorable  for  the  interest  of  his  principal,  he  might 
include  other  valuable  considerations  besides  money,  and  might 
sell  an  undivided  interest  in  the  property.  Carson  v.  Smith,  5 
Minn.  78. 

In  lUinoiSy  a  power  of  attorney  not  under  seal  will  authorize 
the  attorney  to  sell  land,  if  it  so  provides,  but  not  to  convey 
it.  Watson  v.  Sherman,  84  HI.  263,  267.  A  power  to  sell 
land  for  the  purpose  of  settlement  is  not  invalidated  if  it  after- 
ward appear  that  the  land  was  bought  on  speculation,  and  there 
was  no  fraud  practiced  by  the  purchasers.  Spofford  v.  Hobhs, 
29  Me.  148.  A  power  of  attorney  to  secure  the  right  and  title 
of  the  principal  to  certain  lands,  to  employ  lawyers,  etc.,  does 
not  confer  authority  to  convey  half  the  land  to  the  lawyers  for 
their  services  and  for  their  agreeing  to  provide  for  the  expense 
of  a  suit  to  confirm  the  title  and  in  case  of  success  to  pay  the 
attorneys  a  certain  sum  in  addition.  Blum  v.  Robertson,  24  CaL 
128. 

A  power  of  attorney  to  sell  land  does  not  include  power  to 
lease  or  exchange  it.  Trudo  v.  Anderson,  10  Mich.  357 ;  Lamp- 
kin  V.  Wilson,  5  Heisk.  (Tenn.)  555 ;  Reese  v.  Medlock,  27  Texas, 
120.  Nor  does  a  power  to  sell  land  include  power  to  mortgage 
it  StronghiU  v.  Anstey,  1  De  Gex,  M.  &  G.  (Eng.)  635;  Payn 
V.  Cooper,  16  Beaven  (Eng.),  396;  Halderby  v.  Spofford,  1 
Beavan  (Eng.),  390;  Jeff  ray  v.  Hurst,  49  Mich.  31;  Contant  v, 
Servoss,  3  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  128;  RussM  v.  RusseU,  36  N.  T.  581; 
Bloamer  v.  Waldron,  3  Hill  (N.  Y.),  361;  Tofylor  v.  OaUoway, 
1  Ohio,  232. 

A  power  to  do  all  things  concerning  ''my  real  and  personal 
estate"  gives  power  to  make  leases,  with  privilege  of  purchase. 
De  Rutte  v.  Muldretv,  16  Cal.  505.  A  power  to  sell  in  lots  does 
not  sustain  the  sale  of  a  portion  of  the  land,  and  a  conveyance 
thereof  was  held  invalid.  Rice  v.  Tavemier,  8  Minn.  248.  Under 
a  general  power  to  sell  property  the  agent  may  bind  by  a  con- 
tract of  sale.  Haydock  v.  Stewe,  40  N.  Y.  363.  A  deed  executed 
under  a  defective  power  of  attorney  will  be  treated  as  a  con- 
tract of  sale.  Hersey  v.  Lambert,  50  Minn.  373,  52  N.  W.  963. 
A  purchaser  of  real  estate  from  an  agent  is  bound  to  ascertain 
the  limits  of  his  power  to  bind  his  principal.    MUne  v.  Kleb, 
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14  A.  646,  810,  44  N.  J.  Eq.  378.  See  also  Sec.  18.  Where  the 
instnunent  to  be  executed  requires  two  witnesses,  the  power 
must  have  that  number  also.    Oage  ▼.  Cfage,  30  N.  H.  420. 

A  power  to  purchase  with  particular  funds  invests  the  agent 
with  no  authority  to  mortgage  the  property  to  secure  the  pur- 
chase money,  and  such  instrument  will  not  bind  the  property. 
Fraser  v.  McPKerson,  3  Desau.  (S.  C.)  393.  Where  one  has 
made  conveyances  under  a  power  of  attorney,  and  the  owner 
has  sanctioned  the  sales  by  accepting  the  proceds  she  can  not 
contend  that  the  power  did  not  authorize  sales.  Vaughn  v. 
Sheridan,  50  Mich,  155.  A  i)ower  of  attorney  to  sell  real  es- 
tate, without  restriction,  authorizes  a  sale  with  covenants  of 
general  warranty.  Le  Roy  v.  Beard,  8  How.  (U.  S.)  451;  Peters 
V.  Pamsworth,  15  Vt.  155 ;  Venada  v.  Hopkins,  1  J.  J.  Marsh. 
(Ky.),  285,  293;  Taggart  v.  Sianherry,  2  McLean  (U.  S.),  543. 
(See  Sec.  418  for  cases  supporting  the  contrary  doctrine.) 

A  power  of  attorney  to  sell  real  estate  may  limit  the  time 
within  which  to  perform  the  act;  where  it  fixes  a  reasonable 
time  for  doing  the  act,  it  must  be  done  by  the  attorney  within 
a  reasonable  time  in  order  to  bind  the  principal,  and  a  pro- 
posal of  sale  made  under  such  a  power  must  be  accepted  within 
a  reasonable  time  from  the  date  of  the  power.  Dyer  v.  Duffy, 
89  W.  Va.  148,  19  S.  E.  540,  24  L.  R.  A.  339. 

Where  a  broker's  power  contained  no  power  of  substitution 
he  could  not  delegate  his  agency  to  another;  hence,  a  contract 
of  sale  having  been  made  by  a  sub-agent  it  was  proper  for  the 
broker  to  obtain  a  re-execution  thereof.  KUpatrick  v.  Wiley, 
197  Mo.  123,  95  S.  W.  213.  A  power  to  sell  is  not  violated  by 
a  contract  containing  provisions  not  in  it  making  time  of  the 
essence  of  the  contract.    Id. 

Plaintiff  was  appointed  defendant's  agent  to  sell  certain  land, 
and  he  sued  for  damages,  in  lieu  of  commissions,  alleging  that 
the  completion  of  the  sale  was  prevented  by  defendant's  failure 
to  have  the  land  surveyed  and  refusal  to  extend  the  agency,  the 
agent  made  a  verbal  sale,  not  binding  on  the  purchaser  on  con- 
dition that  the  tract  on  survey  should  contain  a  certain  number 
of  acres.  Held,  that  the  defendant's  failure  to  have  the  land 
surveyed  did  not  excuse  plaintiff's  failure  to  make  a  binding 
sale,  and  did  not  entitle  him  to  damages  when  his  authority  to 
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■ell  e:q>reflBl7  empowered  him  to  have  the  land  sarv^ed  at  the 
owner's  expense.    Smith  v.  Tate,  82  Ya.  657. 

Where  authority  is  given  to  two  or  more  jointly  to  do  an  act, 
all  mnst  concur  in  doing  it  Hartford  Fire  Ins,  Co.  v.  Wilcox, 
57  IlL  180. 

An  agent  making  a  contract  without  authority  or  in  excess 
thereof »  binds  himself.     See  Sec.  307b. 

Sec  27.    The  Attomqr  in  f aet 

An  attorney  in  fact  is  one  who  has  authority  given  him  to 
act  in  the  place  and  stead  of  hun  by  whom  he  is  delegated. 
Bacon's  Abr.  AU  persons  who  are  capable  of  acting  for  them- 
selvesy  and  even  those  who  are  disqualified  from  acting  in  their 
own  capacity,  if  they  have  sufficiait  understanding,  as  infants 
of  a  proper  age,  and  femes  covert,  may  act  as  attorneys  for 
others.    Bouvier's  Law  Die. 

Where  two  persons  are  appointed  with  equal  authority  to 
act  for  a  principal,  the  right  is  not  exclusive  in  pither,  but  any 
act  done  by  either,  within  the  scope  of  his  authority,  will  con- 
clude the  other.  Cushman  v.  Olover,  11  111.  600;  Olenn  v.  David' 
son,  37  Md.  365. 

See.  28.    Assignees  and  assignments. 

A  broker  who  is  the  owner  of  an  entire  demand  for  conmiis- 
siona  may  assign  an  item  of  it,  though  he  recovers  ou  the  re- 
mainder, his  recovery  will  not  bar  the  assignee  from  recovering 
on  the  item  assigned  to  him,  though  the  demand  is  not  legiti- 
mately the  subject  of  distinct  action  and  nnght  have  been  in- 
cluded in  the  original  action.  Ooldshear  v.  Barron,  85  N.  Y.  S. 
395,  42  Misc.  198. 

The  contract  of  a  firm  to  act  as  real  estate  agents  for  a  corpora- 
tion was  assigned  to  one  member  of  the  firm,  who  proceeded 
with  the  business,  selling  the  lots  and  rendering  monthly  re- 
IMnts  in  his  own  name;  the  corporation  accepted  the  reports 
and  proceeds  of  the  sales,  and  executed  checks  and  other  papers 
to  the  assignee  in  his  own  name.  Held,  a  ratification  of  the 
assignment.  Albawj  Land  Co.  v.  Bickel,  162  Ind.  222,  70  N.  E. 
158. 

Where  M,  having  the  sale  of  land  turned  it  over  to  L,  agreeing 
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that  L  should  be  paid  the  commission,  to  which  the  owner  eon-^ 
sented,  L  was  entitled  to  claim  commissions  directly,  and  not 
as  assignee  of  M.  Munson  v.  Mahon,  135  Iowa,  335,  112  N.  W. 
775. 

If  a  broker  having  charge  of  the  property  of  a  syndicate, 
makes  a  contract  of  sale  of  lots  to  a  nominal  purchaser  to  show 
business,  and  such  purchaser  assigns  to  a  tona  fide  purchaser, 
who  completes  the  sale,  the  statute  of  limitations  will  run  against 
the  broker's  claim  for  commissions  as  of  the  date  of  the  bona 
fide  sale  and  not  of  the  nominal  one.  Ross  v.  Fickling,  11  App. 
D.  C.  442.  Where  a  broker  employed  to  sell  a  contract  of  sale 
of  real  estate  at  a  profit  succeeded,  and  the  owners  of  said  con- 
tract refused  to  assign  the  same,  the  broker  was  entitled  to  com- 
missions.   Levy  V.  Trimble,  94  N.  T.  g.  3,  47  Misc.  Eep.  394. 

Sec.  29.    Attomeyg  at  law. 

An  attorney  can  not  recover  full  commissions  for  purchasing 
property  for  another,  and  in  addition  recover  an  attorney's  fee 
for  defending  a  suit  involving  the  right  of  the  vendor  to  re- 
pudiate a  sale  previously  made  to  others,  as  it  devolved  on  the 
attorney  to  defeat  such  suit  in  order  to  earn  his  commissions, 
he  having  advised  the  purchasers  that  the  vendor  could  sell. 
Schomberg  v.  Anxier,  101  Ky.  292,  40  S.  W.  911,  19  Ky.  L.  R. 
548.  See  also  Sec.  248.  Where  a  client  conveyed  to  an  attorney 
an  interest  in  real  estate  as  compensation  for  securing  a  loan  for 
him^  instead  of  a  cash  fee,  the  attorney  acquired  an  equitable 
lien  thereon.    Goad  v.  Hart,  128  Cal.  197,  60  P.  761,  964. 

An  attorney  was  employed  to  sell  real  estate;  the  purchaser 
he  secured  was  one  of  his  clients,  and  was  also  president  of  a 
corporation  of  which  the  attorney  was  a  director,  and  the  con- 
tract of  purchase  was  made  for  the  benefit  of  the  said  corpora- 
tion, the  property  being  conveyed  to  it.  Held,  that  the  attorney 
sustained  a  relation  of  trust  to  both  his  client  and  the  corpora- 
tion, and  could  not  recover  commissions  on  such  sale  without 
proof  that  the  purchaser  had  knowledge  of  and  consented  to  his 
contract  for  commissions.  Neiarda  v.  Presberger,  107  N.  T.  S. 
897,  123  App.  Div.  418;  Clarh  v.  Freeport  Clays,  Products  £ 
Minerals  Co.,  52  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  1,  6.  Authority  to  agents  to  em- 
ploy attorneys  to  secure  the  right  and  title  of  the  principal  to 
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certain  landSy  did  not  anthorize  them  to  conyey  half  the  land  to 
the  attorneys  for  the  services  to  be  performed  by  them.  Blum  v. 
RoberUan,  24  CaL  128. 

Bights  of  attorney  who^  through  widow's  man  of  business,  con- 
tracted to  procure  a  purchaser  for  realty  for  usual  commission, 
were  not  affected  by  evidence  in  his  suit  for  commission  tending 
to  impeach  the  fair  dealing  of  widow's  man  of  business  with  her. 
SHeglitz  v.  Settle,  165  P.  436,  —  CaL  Sup.  — . 

Sac.  SO.    Auctions  and  anctioncenk 

A  contract  giving  an  agent  the  exclusive  right  to  find  a  pur- 
chaser for  a  farm  within  a  given  time  is  not  breached  by  a  sale 
by  the  owner  at  public  auction,  through  the  medium  of  an  auc- 
tioneer acting  under  hia  immediate  direction.  Ingold  y. 
Symonde,  134  Iowa,  206,  111  N.  W.  802.  A  memorandum 
signed  by  an  auctioneer  selling  real  estate  describing  the  land 
sold  and  stating  the  terms  of  the  sale,  binds  both  buyer  and 
seller,  and  is  a  compliance  with  the  statute  of  frauds.  Chrih 
V.  Davis,  27  Ky.  L.  B.  505,  85  S.  W.  692. 

Plaintiff  was  employed  by  defendant  to  adyertise  his  prop- 
erty for  sale  at  auction,  to  secure  an  auctioneer  and  to  take 
charge  of  the  sale;  after  plaintiff  had  advertised  the  property 
and  secured  an  auctioneer,  but  before  the  day  of  sale,  defend- 
ant sold  the  property  privately,  and  thereupon  agreed  with 
plaintiff  to  pay  him  two  per  cent,  of  the  price  for  what  he  had 
done.  Held,  that  this  agreement  was  not  within  the  statutory 
requirement  of  a  writing  to  entitle  the  broker  to  commissions. 
Cfriffitk  V.  Daly,  56  N.  J.  Law  (27  Vroom),  466,  29  A.  169. 

One  employed  to  arrange  for  a  sale  of  land  at  auction,  held, 
not  entitled  to  recover  commission  unless  there  was  a  sale  or  the 
production  of  some  one  able  and  willing  to  purchase  according 
to  terms  satisfactory  to  the  owners.  Sotham  v.  Macomber,  146  N. 
W.  674,  180  Mich.  120,  Ann.  Cas.  1916  C,  694. 


CHAPTER  VI. 

0BCnOR.  SECTION. 

31.  AnhiteetB.  35.  Tnists  and  tnuteei. 

32.  AbBtracU  of  title.  86.  Principal  and  agent 
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34.  Ezeeutors  and  administraiora. 

Sec.  31.    ArchitectB. 

In  an  action  by  an  architect  for  compensation  for  procuring 
capitalists  ready  and  willing  to  undertake  the  construction  of 
a  hotel,  it  was  alleged  that  his  right  to  compensation  depended 
on  his  procuring  satisfactory  arrangements  for  the  erection  of 
a  hotel  on  the  land  then  owned  by  the  def endant,  that  he  pro- 
cured the  necessary  capital  to  construct  the  hotel  on  terms 
agreeable  to  defendant,  on  such  premises  and  on  premises  sub- 
sequently purchased  by  defendant  Held,  that  complaint  al- 
leged performance  by  the  architect  of  his  contract  of  employ- 
ment and  stated  a  cause  of  action.  Lucw  y.  Smith,  98  N.  Y. 
S.  1037,  113  App.  Div.  31. 

Sec.  32.    Abstracto  of  titie. 

A  real  estate  broker  employed  to  sell  land  inquired  whether 
his  principal  had  an  abstract  of  title,  and  was  told  by  her  that 
she  saw  no  necessity  for  sending  an  abstract  until  a  sale  was 
made;  on  his  securing  a  prospective  purchaser  and  requesting 
that  an  abstract  be  sent,  the  owner  forwarded  an  entire,  com- 
plete abstract,  which  the  broker  procured  to  be  extended  to 
date ;  the  sale  was  not  consummated.  Held,  that  the  broker  was 
not  entitled  to  recover  for  his  outlay  in  perfecting  the  ab- 
stract Parks  V.  Hogle,  124  Iowa,  98,  99  N.  W.  185.  A  pur- 
chaser  for  a  tract  of  land  has  no  right  to  impose  upon  the 
owner  the  obligation  to  furnish  an  abstract  of  title  when  not 
authorized  by  the  contract.  Hw%t  v.  Tuttle,  133  Iowa,  647,  110 
N.  W.  1026. 
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In  the  case  of  an  agency  contract  for  the  sale  of  land,  a  stipu- 
lation in  a  letter  written  by  third  person  to  broker  of  seller,  as 
to  terms  of  contract  of  sale,  that  seller  should  furnish  an  ab- 
stract of  title;  held,  not  sufficiently  important  to  afFect  the  Talid- 
ily  of  a  transaction  iuYolving  more  than  $20,000.  Edmundson  v. 
Phmix,  178  N.  W.  893,  —  Minn.  Sup.  — . 

Where  an  exchange  of  properties  was  defeated  through  in- 
sistence that  the  purchaser  should  furnish  an  abstract  of  title, 
no  commission  was  earned  by  the  broker.  MarpU  t.  Ivts,  111 
Iowa,  602,  82  N.  W.  1017. 

See.  38.   Meeting  of  minds. 

Where  a  prospective  purchaser  insisted  upon  a  warranty  deed 
and  the  owner  would  only  quit-claim  as  to  that  part  of  the  con- 
Teyanoe  which  covered  what  was  formerly  a  street,  there  was  no 
meeting  of  minds,  and  the  broker  was  not  entitled  to  commis- 
sions. Hess  V.  Block,  107  N.  Y.  S.  86^  66  Misc.  Bep.  480.  See 
Sec.  177. 

A  broker  can  not  recover  commissions  for  finding  a  purchaser 
unless  he  brings  the  minds  of  the  owner  and  the  prospective  pur- 
chaser to  an  agreement  upon  a  sale,  price  and  terms  thereof,  and 
all  the  details  incident  to  a  sale.  Pearce  v.  Bas8,  108  N.  Y.  S. 
48,  123  App.  Div.  611 ;  CoU  v.  Kosch,  102  N.  Y.  S.  14,  116  App. 
Div.  715 ;  Hess  v.  Block,  107  N.  Y.  Sup.  86,  56  Misc.  Bep.  480 ; 
Rosenikal  v.  Emerson  Beaity  Co.,  126  N.  Y.  Sup.  85;  Hall  v. 
Olson,  114  P.  638,  58  Or.  464;  Naylor  v.  Askton,  130  P.  181, 
20  Cal.  App.  644;  Hugkes  v.  Daniel,  65  S.  518,  187  Ala.  41; 
Wkiie  V.  Ames,  179  111.  App.  220 ;  Wkite  v.  Bezeic,  184  111.  App. 
12;  Siegel  v.  Harrington,  163  N.  Y.  Sup.  589;  Floyd  v.  Misner, 
166  N.  W.  1046,  —  Iowa  Sup.  — ;  E.  A.  Strout  Farm  Agency  v. 
De  Forrest,  183  N.  Y.  Sup.  109.  See  also  Sees.  73,  541,  Hutter 
V.  Kukner,  121  N.  Y.  S.  210.  The  same  requirement  applies  in 
the  case  of  a  lease.  Tanenhaum  v.  Boekm,  111  N.  Y.  S.  185,  126 
App.  Div.  781;  WuHenberg  v.  Bartine,  164  N.  Y.  Sup.  672; 
Weissman  v.  Mutnick,  164  N.  Y.  Sup.  825.  Where  a  broker 
produced  a  purchaser  who  refused  to  execute  a  contract,  there 
was  no  meeting  of  minds  and  the  broker  was  not  entitled  to  com- 
missions.   Bekrmann  v.  Marcus,  107  N.  Y.  S.  12.    See  also  Sec. 
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73.  A  broker  can  not  recover  commissions  unless  tbe  principal 
and  the  person  procured  came  to  an  agreement  on  the  terms  of 
the  transaction,  although  the  terms  may  be  vague.  Folinsbee  v. 
Sawyer,  36  K  T.  S.  405,  15  Misc.  293;  Drake  v.  Biddinger,  30 
Ind.  App.  357,  66  N.  E.  66;  Garcelon  v.  Tibhetts,  84  Me.  148, 
24  A.  797 ;  Bunyan  v.  Wilkinson,  57  N.  J.  Law,  420,  31  A.  390 ; 
Montgomery  v.  Knickerlocker,  50  N.  Y.  S.  128,  27  App.  Div. 
117 ;  Chithman  v.  Meyer,  63  K  Y.  S.  971,  31  Misc.  810 ;  Bohner 
V.  Lenish,  60  N".  Y.  S.  543,  29  Misc.  315;  Laffler  v.  Friedman, 
57  K  Y.  S.  281,  26  Misc.  760;  Kiam  v.  Turner,  21  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  417,  52  S.  W.  1043 ;  Hand  v.  Conger,  71  Wis.  292,  37  K  W. 
235;  Barnard  v.  Monarch,  33  How.  Pr.  (K  Y.)  440,  1  Abb. 
Dec.  108,  3  Keyes,  203;  Gardner  v.  Pierce,  116  K.  Y.  S.  155; 
W.  P.  Rae  Co,  v.  Kane,  116  N.  Y.  S.  729;  Parker  v.  Lindsay, 
176  N.  W.  1018,  —  S.  D.  Sup.  — .    See  also  Sees.  73,  541. 

The  phrase  ^^ringing  the  seller  and  purchaser  together,'^  in 
order  to  entitle  a  real  estate  broker  to  his  commissions,  does 
not  necessarily  mean  that  he  must  introduce  them  to  each  other, 
but  that,  if  his  efforts  result  in  bringing  the  minds  of  the  two 
to  an  agreement  resulting  in  the  sale  and  purchase  of  the  land, 
then,  within  the  meaning  of  the  law,  he  has  brought  them  to- 
gether.   Letuis  V.  McDonald,  83  Neb.  694,  120  N.  W.  207. 

Sec.  34.    Executors  and  administrators. 

An  admission  by  an  executor,  in  an  action  for  commissions 
for  procuring  a  purchaser  of  testator's  land,  that  he  was  the 
executor  and  trustee  under  a  will  is  not  sufQcient  to  show  that 
he  was  authorized  to  sell  the  land.  Outhman  v.  Meyer,  63  N. 
Y.  S.  971,  31  Misc.  810.  An  agreement  to  buy  land,  entered 
into  by  one  of  two  executors  for  himself  and  his  co-executor, 
is  not  binding,  since  the  power  of  an  executor  can  not  be  dele- 
gated. Wilson  V.  Mason,  158  111.  304,  42  N.  E.  134;  Lendon  v. 
Bidell,  78  S.  E.  410,  140  Qa.  74 ;  Smith  v.  Peyot,  94  N.  E.  882, 
201  N.  Y.  210;  rev.  judg.  118  N".  Y.  Sup.  1143,  134  App.  Div. 
954;  afPg  judg.  116  N.  Y.  Sup.  543. 

A  promise  made  by  an  administrator  to  a  broker  to  compensate 
him  for  selling  land,  followed  by  a  sale  to  a  customer  introduced 
by  the  broker,  is  a  personal  contract  disconnected  from  the 
ownership  of  the  land  sold*    Moore  v.  Daiber,  92  Mich.  402,  52 
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N.  W.  742;  Eickman-Ooleman  Co.  v.  Leggett  (Cal.  App.  *09), 
100  P.  1072. 

Where  the  owner  of  an  interest  in  a  mine  agreed  to  pay  an 
agent  a  certain  commission  for  selling  the  same,  and  a  pros- 
jjective  purchaser  was  secnred  who  took  an  option  on  the  in- 
terest for  a  fixed  period,  the  owner  depositing  a  deed  in  escrow; 
before  the  expiration  of  the  option  the  owner  died  and  the  deed, 
on  the  failure  of  the  party  to  exercise  his  option,  was  returned 
to  the  administrator;  subsequently  the  party  who  had  held  the 
option  purchased  the  interest  from  the  administrator  for  the 
price  previously  agreed  upon.  Held,  that  the  administrator 
was  not  liable  for  the  commission  agreed  upon  in  the  contract 
made  with  the  decedent.  Trickey  v.  Crowe,  8  Ariz.  176,  71  P. 
965 ;  affirmed  204,  U.  S.  228 ;  Crow  v.  Harmon,  204  XJ.  S.  241 ; 
affirming  Harmon  v.  Crowe,  71  P.  1125 ;  Enyeart  v.  Figard,  38 
Pa.  Super.  Ct.  488. 

Where  an  administrator  authorized  a  broker  to  sell  decedent  *s 
land,  and  he  received  the  required  deposit  subject  to  return  if 
the  sale  was  not  completed,  the  relation  of  principal  and  agent 
was  established  between  the  parties  and  not  that  of  vendor  and 
purchaser,  and  therefore  the  purchaser  could  recover  the  de- 
posit from  the  administrator,  on  a  breach  of  the  specified  con- 
ditions, and  was  not  required  to  sue  the  broker.  Melone  v.  Ruf- 
fino,  129  Cal.  514,  62  P.  93,  79  Am.  St.  R.  127. 

Where  a  broker  agreed  with  an  owner  of  land  to  sell  it,  and 
that  all  above  a  certain  price  should  be  divided  between  them, 
find  advised  her,  after  a  certain  time,  to  sell  below  the  price 
named,  on  the  ground  that  the  land  was  not  worth  more,  and 
effected  a  sale  after  the  death  of  the  owner,  for  her  executor, 
at  a  price  which  left  nothing  to  be  divided  under  his  agree- 
ment with  the  decedent,  a  claim  against  the  executor  for  com- 
missions could  not  be  allowed.  In  re  French's  Est,,  101  N.  T. 
S,  734,  51  Misc.  R.  457. 

Under  a  statute  requiring  that  an  agreement  authorizing  an 
agent  to  sell  real  estate  for  a  commission  must  be  in  writing, 
a  real  estate  agent  can  not  recover  from  executors,  as  individuals, 
eommissions  for  selling  property,  when  the  contract  produced 
consists  of  letters  from  one  of  the  executors  only,  which  show 
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that  he  waa  acting  as  executor  and  not  indiTidually.     Perkins 
V.  Cooper  (Cal.  Supreme  '90),  24  P.  377. 

Where  the  will  gave  the  executor  power  to  sell  land,  and  the 
executor  entered  into  a  contract  authorizing  an  agent  to  sell  a 
portion  of  the  land,  promising  him  commissions  therefor,  and 
the  agent  secured  a  purchaser  to  whom  a  conveyance  was  exe- 
cuted, the  agent  can  maintain  an  action  against  the  executor  as 
such  for  his  services.  Ingham  v.  Ryan  (CaL  App.  '03),  71 
P.  899. 

Where  legacies  are  charged  on  real  estate  and  the  necessity 
for  a  sale  of  the  land  is  clear,  commissions  of  a  broker  upon 
such  sales  should  be  allowed  as  a  necessary  expense  of  admin- 
istration, on  appraisal  of  the  estate  for  the  transfer  tax.  In  re 
Rothschild's  Estate,  118  K  Y.  S.  654,  63  Misc.  Bep.  615. 

PlaintifEs  and  defendant  were  engaged  in  real  estate  business 
in  the  same  o£Bce,  and  defendant  agreed  to  pay  plaintiffs  a  com- 
mission for  any  of  the  land  on  its  list  bought  or  taken  over  by 
him.  The  land  of  an  estate  listed  with  both  parties  by  an  execu- 
trix was  subsequently  advertised  and  sold  by  order  of  the  court 
and  bought  by  defendant;  held,  that  as  the  executrix  did  not 
own  and  had  no  legal  right  to  list  it,  defendant  was  not  liable 
to  plaintiffs  under  the  agreement  as  to  brokerage  fee.  Hage  v. 
M.  Sigbert  Awes  Co.,  179  N.  W.  986,  —  N.  D.  Sup.  — . 

Sec.  36.   Trusts  and  Trustees. 

Defendant  brokers,  being  authorized  by  plaintiff  to  sell  land 
for  $2,300,  intrusted  the  matter  to  G,  an  employee,  who  per- 
suaded one  S  to  take  the  land  for  $2,300,  promising  that  de- 
fendants would  raise  the  money  for  him;  defendants  failed  to 
raise  the  money,  whereupon  S  begged  O  to  find  some  one  to 
take  the  contract  off  his  hands  and  save  him  the  $100  paid  to 
plaintiff;  defendants  having  then  disposed  of  part  of  the  land 
for  $600,  H,  another  employe  of  defendants,  with  knowledge 
of  the  facts,  agreed  to  take  over  the  contract,  S  to  take  another 
part  of  the  land  for  $600,  counting  in  his  $100  paid ;  these  two 
sales  for  $600  each  amounted  to  half  of  the  land;  plaintiff  not 
knowing  that  H  was  an  employe  of  defendants  gave  him  a  deed 
and  received  from  him  $2,300,  less  $200  commissions  paid  to 
defendants ;  H  later  sold  the  rest  of  the  land  for  $2,100.    Held, 
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that  defendants  and  H  were  gwity  of  a  legal  fraud  on  plain- 
tiffy  and  must,  as  trustees,  aeoount  to  him  for  the  profits  realised. 
Powers  V.  Slack,  159  Pa.  St.  153»  28  A.  133. 

An  agent  who  takes  a  eonveyance  in  his  own  name  will  be 
charged  as  holding  it  in  trust  for  his  principal.  Sweet  y.  Jo- 
cocks,  6  Paige  (N.  T.),  355;  Church  v.  Sterling,  16  Conn.  388; 
Pinnock  v.  Clough,  16  Vt.  500;  S witter  v.  Skiles,  3  Gilm.  (111.) 
529;  FoUansbee  v.  KUbreaih,  17  111.  522.  Compare  1st  Bank 
T.  BisseU,  2  McCrary  (U.  S.),  73. 

A  mortgage  note  was  given  to  a  real  estate  broker  by  the 
mortgagee  for  collection,  and  the  mortgagor  also  placed  the 
land  in  said  broker's  hands  for  private  sale ;  a  private  sale  which 
the  broker  attempted  to  make  having  failed,  on  account  of  a 
defect  in  the  title,  and  the  mortgagor  having  ceased  to  trust 
or  rely  on  the  broker,  the  latter  had  the  property  sold  under  a 
power  in  the  mortgage,  and  it  was  bought  by  a  third  person 
not  in  privity  with  the  broker.  Held,  that  the  broker  was  not 
guilty  of  a  breach  of  trust.  Ritchie  v.  Judd,  137  111.  458,  27  N. 
E.  682.  An  agent  who  has  invested  his  principal's  money  in 
land  and  taken  the  title  in  his  own  name,  will  not  be  allowed 
to  set  up  the  statute  of  frauds  against  the  enforcement  of  the 
trust,  on  the  ground  that  the  agency  was  without  written  an- 
thority.    Firestone  v.  Firestone,  49  Ala.  128. 

A  trustee  for  the  sale  of  assets  for  the  payment  of  debts  who 
purchased  them  himself  by  taking  undue  advantage  of  the  con- 
fidence reposed  in  him  by  the  plaintiff,  and  before  the  comple- 
tion of  the  contract  sold  them  at  a  highly  advanced  price,  was 
decreed  to  be  a  trustee  for  the  original  vendor  as  to  the  sums 
produced  by  such  second  sale.  Fox  v.  Mackreth,  2  Brown  Ch. 
(Eng.),  400.  Where  plaintiff  employed  defendant  as  his  agent 
to  purchase  certain  property,  and  defendant  falsely  represented 
to  the  seller  that  it  was  necessary  that  he  should  take  the  title, 
and  wrmigfully  procured  the  deed  to  be  made  in  his  own  name, 
he  held  title  as  a  trustee  ex  malefido,  and  was  liable  at  the  suit 
of  the  plaintiff  to  be  compelled  to  convey.  Harrison  v.  Craven, 
188  Mo.  590,  87  S.  W.  962. 

A  co-agent,  under  a  power  to  sell,  is  not  bound  by  an  author- 
ized option  not  given  or  ratified  by  himself,  and  if  he  purchases 
the  land  himself  can  not  be  held  as  a  trustee  for  a  claimant 
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under  the  option.  Tibbs  v.  Zirkle,  66  W.  Va.  49,  46  S.  E.  701, 
104  Am.  St.  R.  977.  Where  real  estate  was  transferred  to  a 
trustee  to  hold  or  convey  the  same  as  he  thought  best,  items 
paid  real  estate  agents  and  others  as  conmiissions  on  sales  of 
real  estate,  which  were  shown  to  be  reasonable  commissions  for 
the  services  rendered,  were  properly  charged  against  the  trust 
estate.  Babbitt  v.  Fidelity  Trust  Co.,  70  N.  J.  Eq.  651,  66  A. 
1076. 

If  one  who  is  clearly  the  agent  for  another  to  purchase  prop- 
erty repudiates  the  agency  and  acts  for  himself,  using  his  own 
funds,  he  can  not  be  declared  a  trustee  for  his  principal,  al- 
though the  latter  may  have  been  misled  by  the  conduct  of  the 
former.  First  Bank  v.  Bissell,  2  McCrary  (U.  S.),  73.  Compare 
Hutchison  v.  Hutchison,  4  Desau.  (S.  C),  77.  In  the  absence 
of  a  specific  agreement  therefor,  a  broker  who  procures  a  loan 
for  the  benefit  of  a  trust  estate  has  no  lien  on  such  estate  for 
his  commission,  his  remedy  being  against  the  trustee  perscmally. 
Johnson  v.  Lenum,  131  111.  609,  23  N.  E.  435. 

The  relations  between  an  agent  for  the  sale  of  lands  and  his 
principal  are  of  a  fiduciary  nature,  and  the  agent's  acts  in  the 
course  of  his  employment  are  governed  by  the  same  rules  as 
those  of  a  trustee.  Butler  v.  Agnew,  99  P.  395,  9  Colo.  App.  327 ; 
Coppage  v.  Howard,  96  A.  642,  127  Md.  612;  Ebert  v.  Haskell 
104  N.  E.  556,  217  Mass.  209. 

A  broker  in  whom  a  party  reposes  no  special  trust  or  confi- 
dence need  not,  as  a  matter  of  law,  disclose  his  agency  for  the 
other  in  order  to  be  entitled  to  a  commission.  Bosenbaum  v. 
Sarasohn,  171  N.  Y.  Sup.  629. 

Where  a  broker  took  from  owners  a  deed  to  their  property  to 
enable  him  to  transfer  it  for  them  on  making  an  authorized  trade 
or  sale,  he  was  not  only  their  agent  but  held  the  property  as 
trustee  for  them,  and  could  not  purchase  himself,  nor  sell  or 
trade  for  any  property  in  which  he  was  interested  without  fully 
informing  them  and  securing  full  value.  Davenport  v.  Casey,  222 
S.  W.  791,  —  Mo.  Sup.  — •. 

Sec.  S6.    Prindpal  and  agent. 

The  relation  of  principal  and  agent  arises  out  of  contract. 
T  and  W  entered  into  an  agreement  with  0  to  sell  real  estate 
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for  him  within  a  certain  time,  and  before  the  expiration  of  the 
time  O  requested  the  return  of  the  agreement;  W  offered  to 
purchase  the  land  himself  rather  than  lose  the  sale.  Held,  that 
the  offer  was  not  equivalent  to  a  sale,  the  relation  between  the 
parties  was  that  of  principal  and  agent,  and  could  not,  without 
0*s  consent,  be  changed  into  that  of  vendor  and  purchaser. 
Tower  v.  OW«fl,  66  Pa.  St.  332.  A  broker  who  ads  and  ob- 
tains from  the  owner  the  price  of  land,  that  alone  does  not 
establish  the  relation  of  principal  and  agent;  nor  a  contract  of 
employment.  Stephens  v.  Bailey,  149  Ala.  256,  42  S.  740 ;  Den^ 
ion  v.  Abrams,  105  N.  Y.  S.  2,  120  App.  Div.  593.  Nor  does 
one  who  takes  an  option  to  purchase  real  estate  at  a  stated  price 
sustain  the  relation  of  agent  for  the  vendor  to  negotiate  its  sale. 
Southack  V.  Lane,  52  N.  Y.  S.  687,  23  Misc.  515,  r.  on  o.  gr.  65  N. 
T.  S.  629,  32  Misc.  141 ;  Davenport  v.  Corbett,  98  N.  Y.  S.  403, 
112  App.  Div.  382. 

An  option  and  title  bond  taken  by  an  agent  to  insure  the 
carrying  of  a  sale  into  effect,  if  made,  does  not  change  the  re- 
lation of  principal  and  agent,  and  the  principal  remains  liable 
for  the  fraud  of  the  agent.    Alger  v.  Anderson,  78  Fed.  729. 

The  rule  that  a  sale  by  a  party  direct,  leaves  the  broker's 
right  to  commissions  intact,  where  the  latter  has  furnished  the 
purchaser,  and  has  thus  been  the  procuring  cause  of  the  sale, 
jyresupposes  a  relationship  of  principal  and  agent,  and  hence, 
where  that  relationship  does  not  exist,  the  rule  does  not  apply. 
Pecos  VaUey  Imp.  Co.  v.  Ceca  (N.  M,  Sup.  '09),  99  P.  695. 

In  the  absence  of  a  provision  in  the  broker's  contract  of  em- 
ployment giving  him  an  exclusive  agency,  the  principal  may  act 
independently  of  the  broker.  Auerboch  v.  International  Wolfrom 
Lampen  Aitien  Oessellachaft,  177  F.  458. 

The  rale  that  a  broker  may  collect  a  commission  from  both 
parties,  where  he  is  not  called  upon  to  exercise  his  discretion,  can 
not  be  applied  to  an  action  for  commissions,  in  the  absence  of 
proof  in  the  record  to  disclose  the  nature  of  the  agreement  or 
character  of  the  relations  between  plaintiff  and  defendant.  Swain 
V.  Whitney,  192  111.  App.  605. 

Where  a  broker  acted  for  both  parties  in  an  exchange  of  prop- 
erty, his  knowledge  of  the  true  amount  of  special  taxes  on  de- 
fendant's lots,  the  amount  of  which  defendant  had  misrepre- 
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Bented  to  plaintiff,  was  not  notice  of  the  true  amoxint  to  plain- 
tiff.   Woteshek  y.  Neumann,  138  N.  W.  1000,  151  Wis.  ^65. 

Knowledge  of  a  real  estate  agent  previously  acquired  concern- 
ing land  which  the  owner  agreed  to  accept  in  part  payment  for 
land  sold  by  the  agent,  is  not  acquired  in  the  course  of  the 
agent's  employment  so  as  to  be  imputed*  to  the  owner.  Oavin  v. 
Brechler,  149  N.  W.  740,  159  Wis.  157. 

Where  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  land  provided  that  the  owner 
should  accept  other  lands  in  part  payment,  but  gave  him  the 
right  to  reject  the  land  and  recover  a  cash  payment,  if  it  was 
not  as  represented,  knowledge  of  the  owner's  agent  that  the  land 
was  not  as  represented  can  not  defeat  his  right  to  reject  the 
land.    Id. 

Knowledge  by  a  broker  for  an  exchange  of  property  of  facts 
which  he  agreed  with  the  other  party  to  conceal  from  his  prin- 
cipal is  not  imputed  to  the  principal.  Brazeau  v.  McBride,  151 
K  W.  253,  160  Wis.  204. 

A  contract  providing  that  one  party  agrees  to  sell  lands  to  an- 
other for  a  certain  sum,  for  which  the  first  party  shall  receive  a 
stipulated  commission,  creates  the  relation  of  principal  and  agent. 
Craig  v.  Parsons,  161  P.  1117,  —  N.  M.  Sup.  — . 

Where  one  engages  another  to  find  a  purchaser  for  property, 
and  he  negotiates  a  sale,  such  person,  with  or  without  compensa- 
tion, procures  a  purchaser,  and  owner  makes  a  sale  on  terms 
reached  under  the  negotiations,  the  owner  and  the  one  procuring 
the  purchaser  stood  in  the  relation  of  principal  and  agent,  and 
agent  was  not  a  mere  middleman.  Arthur  v.  Oa.  Cotton  Co.,  96 
S.  E.  232,  —  Qa.  App.  — . 

Bee.  87.    Partaeirahip. 

A  contract  whereby  the  obligors  bind  themselvea  to  contribute 
certain  moneys  toward  the  purchase  of  land,  does  not  constitute 
them  partners  so  as  to  authorize  one  to  select  a  trustee  to  take 
the  title  and  execute  notes  for  the  purchase  price  and  a  deed  of 
trust  as  security  therefor.  Ferguson  v.  Chech,  94  Va.  1,  26  S. 
E.  397;  Fisk  V.  Waite  (Or.  Sup.  '09),  99  P.  283.  A  real  estate 
agent  can  not  be  permitted  to  form  an  arrangement  with  a  third 
party  to  purchase  the  land  of  his  principal  as  partners ;  he  can 
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not  aasnme  a  position  where  he  can  speculate  ofF  his  prin- 
cipal   Beardon  v.  Washburn,  59  HI.  App.  161. 

The  fact  that  the  partner  of  a  purchaser  produced  by  a  real 
estate  broker,  unknown  to  him,  attempted  to  buy  direct  from 
the  owner  and  that  the  owner  refused  to  sell  should  not  deprive 
tile  broker  of  his  commissions  on  a  sale  made  to  his  customer, 
where  he  had  no  knowledge  of  the  partner's  negotiations,  and 
the  broker  acted  in  good  faith.  Hartford  v.  McOillicuddy,  103 
Me.  224,  68  A.  860.  Where  a  real  estate  agent  has  a  written 
contract  with  the  owner  of  land  to  put  it  upon  the  market,  ad- 
vertise and  sell  the  same,  having  for  his  interest  only  a  share 
in  the  surplus  profits  arising  from  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of 
the  land.  Held,  that  the  contract  was  one  of  agency  and  not 
of  partnership.    Durkee  y.  Ounn,  41  Kan.  496,  21  P.  637. 

Where  a  firm  of  two  members  contracted  to  manage  and  sell 
the  lots  of  a  corporation  at  a  town  other  than  that  at  which  the 
partners  resided,  the  fact  that  the  business  was  carried  on  in 
the  town  where  the  lots  were  located  by  only  one  of  the  part- 
ners was  not  a  breach  of  the  contract.  Albany  Land  Co.  y. 
Sickel,  162  Ind.  222,  70  N.  E.  158. 

The  testimony  of  one  of  two  brokers  that  the  firm  neyer  re- 
eeiyed  the  alleged  letter  revoking  their  authority  is  comx>etent 
to  show  that  neither  he  nor  his  partner  receiyed  it.  Sayre  y. 
Wilson,  86  Ala.  151,  5  S.  157. 

Authority  conferred  on  a  partnership  to  sell  real  estate  is 
terminated  on  the  dissolution  of  the  partnership.  Larson  y. 
Newman  (N.  D.  Sup.  '09),  121  N.  W..202;  Mechem  on  Ag.  Sec 
221.    Compare  Sec.  637b. 

The  illegality  of  a  real  estate  firm  agreement  arising  from 
the  fact  that  it  contemplated  the  representation  by  the  firm  of 
both  parties  in  the  transactions  does  not  affect  transactions 
wherein  the  firm  represented  but  one  party  and  earned  com- 
missions lawfully,  and  as  to  such  commissions  a  partner  can  not 
withhold  from  his  copartner  his  share,  on  the  ground  that  the 
firm  conducted  other  illegal  transactions.  Fryer  y.  Harker  (Iowa 
Sup.  '09),  121  N.  W.  526. 

Where  a  partnership  was  formed  between  a  broker  and  another 
to  share  commissions,  neither  the  firm  nor  the  partners  occupied 
tiie  status  of  innocent  purchaser  as  regards  the  rights  of  the  other 
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party  to  the  contract,  but  must  accept  the  burdens  of  the  contract 
as  well  as  its  benefits.  Bauer  v.  Crow,  221  S.  W.  936^  —  Tex. 
Giv.  App.  — . 

Mutual  contribution  to  the  expense  of  an  enterprise  and  shar- 
ing the  profits  does  not  prove  a  partnership  if  eveiything  else 
shows  an  agency.  Hayes  v.  State,  14  Ohio  C.  G.  (N.  S.)  497, 
afiPd  w.  o.  83  0.  S.  490. 

The  use  by  a  partnership  of  the  words  '^real  estate  and  note 
brokers'^  in  tiieir  letter-heads  and  office  sign,  and  in  the  city  di- 
rectory, shows  that  they  are  engaged  in  the  sale  and  purchase  of 
real  property  for  others,  rather  than  in  buying  and  selling  for 
the  firm.    Latta  v.  Kilhaum,  150  XT.  S.  24,  4  S.  G.  201. 


CHAPTER  YU. 

SBcnoH.  SBcnoif. 

38.  Corporations.  40.    The  yendor. 

39.  Husband  and  wife.  41.    The  vendee  or  purchaser. 

See.  38.    Corporaticnui. 

Where  defendants,  who  were  two  of  the  oflScers  of  a  cor- 
poration, employed  plaintiff  to  sell  the  corporate  assets  for  a 
certain  price,  and  he  procured  a  purchaser,  ready,  willing  ajid 
able  to  purchase  at  that  price,  it  was  no  defense  to  an  action 
brought  to  recover  commissions  that  plaintiff  knew  that  defend- 
ants did  not  own  a  majority  of  the  stock  of  the  corporation, 
and  that  plaintiff  did  not  procure  a  ratification  of  the  trans- 
action  by  the  stockholders.  Norman  v.  Hopper,  38  Wash.  415, 
80  P.  551 ;  Lawson  v.  Black  Diamond  Coal  Mining  Co,  (Wash. 
Sup.  '09),  102  P.  759. 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  for  commissions,  evi- 
dence held  insufScient  to  show  that  the  share  holders  of  the 
association  which  owned  the  real  estate  ever  authorized  the  offi- 
cers  thereof  to  list  the  real  estate  with  plaintiff  for  sale,  or, 
ratified  the  same.  8potis%oood  v.  Morris,  12  Idaho,  360,  85  P.; 
1094,  6  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)   665. 

The  treasurer  of  a  charitable  corporation,  without  authority, 
took  railroad  bonds  registered  in  the  name  of  the  corporation 
to  a  broker  for  sale,  the  broker  refused  to  handle  the  bonds 
unless  they  were  made  transferable  to  bearer  by  the  legal  trans- 
fer agent  of  the  railroad  company ;  the  transfer  agent  required 
from  the  corporation  a  copy  of  a  resolution  of  its  directors 
authorizing  the  transfer  and  a  power  of  attorney  to  make  it; 
the  treasurer  drew  up  a  resolution  of  authority  and  forged 
thereto  the  signatures  of  the  oflScers  and  the  seal  of  the  cor- 
poration, and  also  forged  a  power  of  attorney;  the  transfer 
agent  thereupon,  in  good  faith,  made  the  transfer  and  the  broker 
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sold  the  bonds.  Held,  that  the  broker  and  the  railroad  com- 
pany were  liable  to  the  corporation  for  the  value  of  the  bonds, 
though  both  acted  in  good  faith,  and  the  corporation  may  re- 
cover from  either.  Jennie  Clarkson  Home  for  Children  v.  B. 
B.  Co.,  87  N.  T.  S.  348,  1137,  1138,  92  App.  Div.  491,  618,  617, 
74  N.  E.  571,  1118,  182  N.  T.  47,  507,  70  L.  B.  A.  787. 

Under  the  laws  of  Pennsylvania  a  corporation,  in  order  to 
lawfully  engage  in  the  business  of  buying  and  selling  real  estate 
for  others,  must  pay  a  license  tax  or  fee  to  the  commonwealth. 
Comtnontvealth  v.  Sam.  W.  Black,  34  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  431,  A 
broker  sustaining  a  relation  of  trust  to  a  purchasing  corpora- 
tion could  not  recover  a  commission  for  effecting  a  sale  of  real 
estate  to  it,  without  proof  that  the  purchaser  had  knowledge 
of  and  consented  to  his  contract  for  commissions.  Steel  v.  Law* 
yer,  47  Wash.  266,  91  P.  958 ;  Nekarda  v.  Presberger,  107  N. 
T.  S.  897,  123  App.  Div.  418. 

A  person  dealing  with  an  officer  of  a  corporation  in  a  matter 
concerning  which  the  corporation  has  power  to  act  is  not  bound 
to  know  the  limits  of  the  officer's  authority  to  act  for  the 
corporation.  Oroeltz  v.  Armstrong,  125  Iowa,  39,  99  N.  W.  128. 
A  written  contract  may  be  entered  into  by  a  corporation,  with- 
out formal  vote  or  written  entry  thereof,  by  its  directors,  where 
they  are  all  present  and  assent  thereto.  Indiana  Bermudez  Ajsp. 
Co.  V.  Bobimon,  29  Ind.  App.  59,  63  N.  E.  797. 

A  corporation  organized  for  the  purpose  of  buying  land  and 
selling  it  out  in  lots,  is  not  bound  by  a  contract  between  the 
president  and  the  secretary  by  which  the  latter  was  to  have 
a  certain  commission  on  '^each  lot  sold  for  the  company/'  de- 
fendant is  liable  only  for  a  reasonable  commission  on  the  amount 
actually  received  from  such  sales,  the  officers  making  the  con- 
tract both  being  directors.  Louisville  Bdg.  Assn.  v.  Hegan,  20 
Ky.  L.  R.  1629,  49  S.  W.  796.  Where,  by  a  contract  in  regard 
to  the  sale  of  property,  a  broker  arranged  with  all  the  parties 
that  his  compensation  should  be  paid  in  certain  stock  of  a  com- 
pany to  be  formed  by  him  and  others  to  buy  the  land,  he  can 
not  hold  the  vendors  responsible  for  such  compensation.  Bowles 
V.  Atten,  21  S.  E.  (Va.)  665.  Where  defendant  in  his  negotia- 
tions with  a  broker  did  not  purport  to  bind  himself  individually, 
but  purported  to  bind  a  corporation  of  which  he  was  the  pres- 


XHB  OONTBAOT  OV  AGBNOY.  86 

ident,  no  recovery  can  be  had  against  him  for  oommiflsiona. 
Groeliz  v.  Armgtrong,  125  Iowa,  39,  99  N.  W.  128. 

The  fact  that  a  broker  employed  to  effect  a  sale  is  a  director 
in  the  corporation  which  he  procures  to  buy  the  property  does 
not  prevent  him  from  recovering  commissions,  where  the  per- 
son who  practically  owns  the  capital  stock  of  the  corporation 
eansents  to  the  transaction,  the  question  of  fair  dealing  being 
gabmitted  to  the  jury.  Ooldsken  v.  Barrow,  85  N.  T.  S.  395, 
42  Misc.  198.  Compare  Investment  Co.  v.  Ater,  49  Wash.  446, 
95  P.  1017.  In  an  action  brought  by  a  broker  against  a  cor- 
poration to  recover  conunissions,  he  must  establish  his  employ- 
ment by  one  authorized  to  bind  the  corporation,  or  prove  a 
subsequent  knowledge  of,  adoption  and  ratification  of  his  em- 
ployment by  the  corporation.  Twelfth  St.  Market  Co.  v.  Jack- 
ton,  102  Pa.  St.  269;  Cohn  v.  James  McCreary  Realty  Co.'.,  92 
N.  T.  S.  143,  102  App.  Div.  611. 

The  obligation  of  a  party  contracting  to  pay  a  real  estate 
broker  a  specified  simi  when  he  sells  certain  property  for  a  speci- 
fied sum,  or  any  other  price  he  may  accept,  matures  only  when 
he  disposes  of  the  property  for  a  money  consideration,  or  on  an 
actual  alienation  thereof  for  cash  or  its  equiyalenty  and  a  mere 
conveyance  of  the  property  to  a  corporation  organized  to  take 
and  hold  the  same,  the  respective  interests  of  the  owners  being 
thereafter  represented  by  stock  in  the  corporation,  is  not  a  ''sale'' 
which  is  a  transfer  for  a  valuable  consideration.  Good  v.  Erker, 
163  S.  W.  656,  170  Mo.  App.  681. 

Where  a  broker  was  employed  to  sell  real  estate  to  a  third 
person  for  whom  the  obtained  an  option  to  purchase,  and  the 
owner,  after  the  expiration  of  the  option  and  of  a  subsequent  op- 
tion, sold  the  property  to  a  corporation  organized  by  the  third 
person,  who  practically  owned  all  of  the  stock,  the  jury  could  find 
that  the  sale  was  equivalent  to  a  sale  to  the  third  person,  so  that 
the  broker  could  recover.  Cole  v.  Crump,  166  S.  W.  769,  174 
Mo.  App.  216. 

Where  defendant,  who  employed  a  broker  to  procuro  a  tenant 
for  corporate  property,  owned  all  the  stock  of  the  corporation, 
and  stated  to  the  broker  that  he  individually  owned  the  property, 
and  that  the  execution  of  the  lease  in  the  corporate  name  was  for 
the  purpose   of  affording  protection   against   persoual   liability. 
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defendant  was  personally  liable  to  the  broker  for  his  commission. 
Ruiz  Y.  Obear,  115  P.  67^  15  Cal.  App.  435. 

Plaintiff  having  employed  and  paid  a  real  estate  agent  to  se- 
cnre  a  tenant^  is  chaigeable  with  the  knowledge  possessed  by  the 
agent  that  the  tenant  was  engaged  in  business,  and  was  contract^ 
ing  in  a  corporate  capacity  and  not  as  a  partnership.  Ttdane 
Imp.  Co.  V.  8.  A.  Chapman  &  Co.,  56  S.  509,  129  La.  562. 

A  corporation  for  the  purpose  of  transacting  the  business  of 
real  estate  brokerage  can  not  be  organized  under  any  existing 
statute  of  this  state..  Warren  v.  Interstate  Realty  Co.,  192  HI. 
App.  438. 

Since  a  corporation  for  the  purpose  of  transacting  the  business 
of  real  estate  brokerage  may  not  be  organized  under  and  existing 
statute  of  this  state  under  Foreign  Corporation  Act  1905,  sec.  2, 
a  foreign  corporation  can  not  be  authorized  to  do  business  in 
this  state.    Id. 

A  stockholder  owning  a  large  part  of  the  corporate  stock  is 
not  liable  for  a  broker's  commission  on  his  agreement  for  sale 
of  the  corporation's  lands,  which  was  invalid  because  resting  in 
parol,  in  contravention  of  Civil  Code,  sec.  1624,  on  the  theory 
that  it  was  an  agreement  between  him  and  the  broker  to  share 
an  advantage,  where  there  was  no  evidence  that  the  land  was  not 
worth  the  selling  price,  though  the  purchaser's  first  payment  was 
forfeited  to  the  stockholders'  advantage,  since  plaintiff's  rights 
were  based  on  facts  existing  when  making  the  broker's  agreement, 
or  at  least  not  later  than  purchaser's  first  payment.  Eaton  v. 
Yount,  191  P.  1009,  —  Cal.  App.  — . 

860.  88.    Hiuband  and  wife. 

One  who  negotiates  a  sale  of  land  belonging  to  a  husband 
and  wife  can  not  recover  of  the  husband  compensation  for  sell- 
ing the  wife's  interest  in  the  land,  unless  the  husband  agrees 
to  pay  therefor.  Spwngeman  v.  PdUsiine  Bldg.  Assn,,  60  N.  J. 
L.  357,  37  A.  723 ;  Hansbrough  v.  Neal,  94  Va.  722,  27  S.  E.  593. 
It  does  not  follow  that  because  the  husband  has  charge  of  the 
wife's  property  and  has  authority  to  sell  the  same,  that  he  is 
authorized  to  employ  another  to  procure  a  purchaser.  Oroscup 
V.  Downey,  105  Md.  273,  65  A.  930.    See  also  Sec.  1022. 

A  husband  undertaking  to  be  bound  for  the  commissions  of 
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the  broker  for  effecting  a  sale  of  real  estate  for  hia  wif e,  is 
personally  bound  whether  he  discloses  his  agency  for  his  wife 
or  not  Jarvis  v.  Schaefer,  105  N.  Y.  289,  11  N.  E.  634;  Cofield 
▼.  McOraw  &  Oardner,  77  S.  981,  —  Ala,  App.  — . 

In  an  action  for  commiBsionB  on  a  sale  of  land  belonging  to 
defendant,  it  appeared  that  plaintiff  had  sold  other  land  for 
defendant  and  her  husband  several  years  before,  and  that  this 
property  was  left  in  plaintiff's  hand  to  sell  for  $50,000,  and 
tiiat  the  price  was  raised  until  finally  plaintiff  obtained  an  offer 
of  $65,000,  which  was  reported  to  defendant  and  her  hus« 
band,  and  which  each  agreed  to  accept — ^the  husband  got  on 
abstract  of  title  and  the  purchaser  placed  checks  with  the  plain- 
tiff to  bind  the  bargain — ^but  when  the  time  came  for  closing 
the  sale  defendant  declined  to  execute  the  deed.  Heldy  that 
there  was  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  as  to  the  plaintiff's  em- 
ployment by  the  defendant  or  by  the  husband  as  her  agent. 
Codd  V.  Seiiz,  94  Mich.  191,  53  N.  W.  1057 ;  Sims  v.  RockweU, 
156  Mass.  372,  31  N.  E.  484.  The  refusal  of  the  wife  to  join 
with  the  husband  in  a  deed  of  conveyance  does  not  protect 
the  principal  from  liability  for  the  commission  earned  by  the 
broker  in  procuring  a  purchaser.  Tebo  v.  Mitchell,  5  Pennewill 
(Del.),  356,  63  A.  327;  Hamlin  v.  Schidte,  34  Minn.  534,  27 
N.  W.  301 ;  Goldberg  v.  Oelles,  68  N.  Y.  S.  400,  33  Misc.  797 ; 
Clapp  V.  Hughes,  1  Phila.  (Pa.)  382. 

A  man  is  not  bound  by  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  his  land 
made  by  a  broker  in  accordance  with  letters  and  a  telegram 
sent  by  his  wife,  who,  although  attending  to  his  correspondence 
and  the  renting  of  his  property,  had  no  written  authority  to 
contract  for  him,  and  who  sent  the  letters  and  telegram  in 
question  without  informing  him  of  their  contents.  Edwards  v. 
Tyler,  141  111.  454,  31  N.  E.  312.  To  sustain  an  action  for 
commissions  a  broker  must  show  a  direct  employment  by  the 
principal,  or  a  direct  authority  for  him  to  treat  with  the  agent 
of  the  principal;  if  the  wife  for  her  husband  be  relied  upon 
special  authority  or  ratification  must  be  shown.  Harper  v. 
Oaodall,  62  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  288,  10  Abb.  N.  Cas.  161;  HwrreU 
V.  Veith,  13  N.  Y.  St.  738.  The  same  rule  applies  in  the  case 
of  a  wife's  property.  Hurd  v.  Lee,  116  N.  Y.  S.  445.  Where 
one  employs  a  real  estate  broker  to  find  a  buyer  for  land,  which 
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he  occupies  with  his  wife  as  a  homestead,  and  the  broker  pro- 
duces a  purchaser  ready  and  willing  to  take  the  property,  the 
broker's  daim  for  compensation  is  not  defeated  by  the  fact  that 
the  sale  is  prevented  by  the  refusal  of  the  wife  to  execute  a 
conveyance.  Branch  v.  Moore,  84  Ark.  462,  105  S.  W.  1178; 
Sialey  v.  Huffard,  73  Kan.  686.  85  P.  763 ;  Carey  v.  Whitnum, 

110  Mo.  App.  204,  84  S.  W.  1131 ;  Young  v.  Buhwedel,  119  Mo. 
App.  231,  96  S.  W.  228;  Kepner  v.  Ford  (N.  D.  Sup.  '07), 

111  N.  W.  619. 

The  same  is  true  of  the  sale  of  other  property  in  which  the 
wife  refuses  to  relinquish  her  right  of  dower.  Cook  v.  Fryer, 
3  E^.  L.  B.  (abst.)  612.  Also,  where  the  wife  refused  to  sign 
the  deed  unless  given  half  the  proceeds  of  sale,  with  which 
demand  the  husband  would  not  comply.  MarUn  v.  SippreU, 
93  Minn.  271,  101  N.  W.  169.  The  defendant,  without  au- 
thority from  his  wife,  employed  plaintiff  as  a  broker  to  sell 
her  real  estate,  but  the  written  authorization  to  offer  the  prop- 
erty for  sale  was  not  signed  by  the  wife  or  her  attorney  in 
fact,  as  required  by  the  statute.  Held,  that  as  plaintiff  could 
not  have  recovered  against  the  wife  by  virtue  of  such  invalid 
writing,  even  if  defendant  had  had  authority  to  place  the  prop- 
erty for  sale^  defendant  was  not  individually  liable  for  the 
breach  of  an  implied  warranty  of  authority.  HocKbaum  v. 
Botter,  101  N.  Y.  S.  531. 

A  married  woman,  under  the  statutes  of  Indiana,  has  i>ower 
to  bind  herself  for  the  payment  of  a  broker's  services  rendered 
in  the  sale  of  her  real  estate.  Ispherdmg  v.  Wolf,  36  Ind.  App. 
250,  75  N.  E.  598.  A  married  woman,  without  separate  es- 
tate, who  in  1892  bought  a  farm,  took  title  to  it,  enjoyed  its 
fruits  for  seven  years,  and  then  sold  it  and  received  the  pur- 
chase money,  can  not  escape  liability  upon  her  written  promise 
to  pay  for  the  land  and  the  personal  property  which  was  ap- 
pended thereto,  on  the  ground  that  the  obligation  was  not 
binding  upon  her,  and  that,  without  any  offer  to  return  either 
the  property  or  the  proceeds  of  the  sale.  Crosby  v.  Watters, 
28  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  559. 
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8m.  40.    The  vendor. 

Where  a  broker  is  employed  to  sell  real  estate  he  is  the  agent 
of  the  Tendor.  Chmgh  v.  Lo<m<s,  123  lowa^  642,  99  N.  W.  295 ; 
Earp  v.  Cummins,  54  Pa.  St.  394.  If  the  vendor  secretly  pays 
a  commission  to  the  purchaser's  broker,  the  purchaser  has  a 
right  of  action  against  the  vendor  to  recover  the  amount  there- 
of. Orant  v.  Gold  Ex.  8j^  1  Q.  B.  (Eng.)  233,  69  L.  J.  Q.  B. 
150,  82  L.  T.  R.  N.  S.  5,  48  Weekly  Rep.  280.    See  Sec.  401. 

Where,  through  the  misrepresentation  of  the  vendor,  inno- 
coitly  repeated  by  the  broker  to  the  prospective  purchaser,  and 
the  falsity  of  which,  being  discovered,  defeated  the  sale,  the 
broker  was  held  not  entitled  to  his  commission,  for  had  it  not 
been  for  the  misrepresentation  the  prospective  purchaser  would 
not  have  entered  into  the  agreement.  Crockett  v.  Orayson,  98 
Va.  354,  36  S.  E.  477.  Cowttxt,  Goodman  v.  Hess,  107  N.  T.  S. 
112,  56  Mise.  482.  Where  it  appears  that  a  real  estate  agent 
employed  to  sell  land  had  acted  in  similar  transactions  for  the 
vendor,  that  after  making  the  sale  the  agent  was  active  in 
assisting  the  vendee's  agent  in  clearing  up  some  defects  in  the 
title,  that  he  filled  up  a  deed  and  carried  it  to  the  vendor  to 
sign,  and  then  took  it  away,  without  objection  on  the  part  of 
the  vendor,  delivered  it  to  the  vendee's  agent,  and  received  the 
purchase  money,  which  he  appropriated  to  his  own  use,  and 
the  vendor  subsequently  admitted  to  disinterested  persons  that 
she  had  authorized  the  agent  to  collect  the  money,  the  loss 
thereof  must  fall  on  the  vendor,  under  whose  authority  the  agent 
acted.  Frank  v.  Levy,  10  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  R.  554.  Compare  Rhode 
V.  Marquis,  135  Mich.  48,  97  N.  W.  53.  Where  a  broker  acts 
openly  and  himself  buys  the  property,  the  vendor  accepting 
him  as  such,  he  is  entitled  to  recover  commissions  for  the  sale, 
upon  clear  proof  that  such  was  the  understanding  of  the  vendor 
at  the  time  of  the  sale.  Orant  v.  Hardy,  33  Wis.  668.  Compare 
Sees.  389,  389a. 

A  real  estate  agent  employed  to  buy  certain  property  at  a 
certain  price,  does  not  forfeit  the  commission  which  the  pur- 
chaser agreed  to  pay  him,  because  he  secured  another  commis- 
sion from  the  vendor  after  the  vendor  had  accepted  the  terms 
offered.     Jones  v.  Henry,  36  K  Y.  S.  483,  15  Misc.  151.    A 
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ccmlract  to  pay  real  estate  agents  commiBsioiig  for  their  tec- 
vices  in  endeavftring  to  effect  a  sale,  entitles  the  agents  to  com- 
miffiioiis  if  they  prodnee  a  purchaser  to  whom  the  vendor  in 
fact  sells.  Bowe  t.  Gage,  127  Wis.  245,  106  N.  W.  1074,  115 
Am.  St.  B.  1010.  An  innocent  vendor  can  not  be  sned  in  tort 
for  the  fraud  of  his  agent  in  effecting  a  sale;  in  snch  case  the 
vendee  may  rescind  the  contract  and  reclaim  the  money  paid, 
and  if  not  repaid,  may  sne  the  vendor  in  assumpsit  for  it,  or 
he  may  sue  the  a^nt  for  the  deceit,  Kennedy  v.  McKay,  43 
N.  J.  L.  288. 

Where  a  broker  procured  a  purchaser  for  the  land  sold  by 
taking  another  piece  of  land  for  a  part  of  the  price,  and  these 
terms  were  accepted  by  the  vendor,  the  traiisacti<xi  was  a  sale, 
and  entitled  the  broker  to  the  performance  of  the  vendor's  con- 
tract to  allow  him  all  over  a  specified  amonnt  that  he  conld 
get  for  the  land.  UUman  v.  Land,  37  Tex.  Civ.  App.  422,  84 
S.  W.  294;  TJutmton  v.  Woody  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '93),  24  S.  W. 
331.  See  also  Sees,  121,  164.  A  purchaser  contracted  to  buy 
land  and  agreed  to  pay  one-third  cash;  the  sale  was  not  made. 
Beld,  that  the  broker,  in  order  to  recover  his  commissions,  was 
not  required  to  prove  that  the  purchaser  was  of  such  financial 
responsibility  thst  his  notes  for  the  balance  would  have  been 
good,  irrespective  of  a  vendor's  lien,  the  contract  employing 
the  broker  not  stipulating  that  the  purchaser  should  have  snch 
financial  responsibility.  Clark  v.  Wilson,  41  Tei,  Civ.  App. 
450,  91  S.  W.  627.  A  vendor  may,  if  be  is  doubtful  of  the 
proposed  vendee's  ability  to  carry  out  his  contract  of  pur- 
chase, accept  the  contract  conditionally,  and  agree  to  sell,  pro- 
vided the  purchaser  proves  able  to  perform  its  condition.  Flynn 
V.  Jordal,  124  Iowa,  457,  100  N.  W.  326.  A  broker  for  a  pur- 
chaser of  real  estate  can  not  call  upon  his  employer  to  go  to 
the  place  of  business  of  the  vendor,  and  there  make  the  con- 
♦wanf  ™  T.a»»f;«»o  (n,  ;t^  terms.     Logan  v.  McMullen,  4  CaL 
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iployetl   to  buy  real  estate  he   is  the 

■sh  V.  Buckan,  46  N.  J.  Eq.  595,  22  A. 
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128.  Where  a  vendor  under  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  lands, 
which  IB  within  the  statute  of  frauds  because  not  in  writing^y 
is  nevertheless  willing  and  offers  to  perform  on  his  part,  but 
the  vendee  refuses  to  fulfill  and  repudiates  the  contract,  the 
latter  is  not  entitled  Ito  recover  any  installments  of  purchase 
money  paid.  McKinne  v.  Harvie,  38  Minn.  18,  35  N.  W.  668. 
Where  an  agent  is  authorized  to  sell  and  convey  lands,  and  en- 
ters into  a  contract  with  the  vendee,  his  receipts  bind  the  prin- 
cipal.   Peck  V.  narriofi,  6  Serg.  &  R.  (Pa.)  146. 

The  owner  of  land  authorized  a  broker  to  make  a  sale  there- 
of, '' commissions  to  be  paid  out  of  payments  as  made,"  and  a 
letter  in  setting  forth  the  terms  of  the  sale  provided  that  on 
default  by  the  purchaser  all  prior  payments  should  be  forfeited 
and  neither  party  have  any  claims  on  the  other;  the  broker 
found  a  purdiaser,  who  gave  a  deed  of  trust  to  secure  the  pay- 
ments and  subsequently  defaulted;  thereafter,  the  vendor  re- 
leased the  vendee  from  his  obligations  and  conveyed  to  another, 
and  the  broker  sued  for  commissions  on  the  entire  price.  Held, 
that  the  contract  between  the  parties  did  not  entitle  the  broker 
to  commissions  except  on  those  payments  actually  made  by  the 
vendee.  Murray  v.  Richard,  103  Va.  132,  48  S.  E.  871.  Com- 
pare Seymour  v.  8t.  Luke's  Hospital,  50  N.  T.  S.  989,  28  App. 
Div.  119. 

A  vendee,  defrauded  by  the  agent  of  the  vendor,  may  re- 
scind the  contract  and  reclaim  the  money  paid,  and  if  not  re- 
paid may  sue  the  vendor  in  assumpsit  for  it,  or  he  may  sue  the 
agent  for  the  deceit.  Kennedy  v.  McKay,  43  N.  J.  L.  288; 
Farris  v.  WOder  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '09),  115  S.  W.  645.  Where 
the  vendee  knows  that  the  vendor  is  a  broker,  and  though  there 
is  reason  to  believe  he  is  selling  the  property  for  some  prin- 
cipal, yet  if  he  does  not  see  fit  to  bind  his  principal  by  the 
form  of  the  contract  made,  by  contracting  in  his  own  name, 
he  may  become  liable  as  a  vendor.  Scaling  v.  KnoUin,  94  111. 
App.  443.  A  broker  to  purchase  real  estate  for  a  vendee  can 
not  call  on  his  principal  to  go  to  the  place  of  business  of  the 
vendor  to  make  the  contract  or  negotiate  as  to  its  terms.  Logan 
V.  McMuilen,  4  Cal.  App.  154,  87  P.  285.  If  the  contract  re- 
quires  the  price  to  be  paid  in  cash,  the  purchaser  must  have 
the  cash  at  the  time  available  for  the  purpose.    Neiderkmder 
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V.  Starr,  60  Kan.  766,  32  P.  369;  Watten  v.  Dancy,   (S.  D. 
Snp.  '09),  122  N.  W.  430.    It  is  not  soffieient  that  the  purchaaer 
has  property  from  which  the  price  might  be  realized  by  suit 
Dent  V.  Powell,  93  Iowa,  711,  61  N.  W.  1043. 

If  at  the  time  of  signing  the  contract  ^he  purchaaer  is  ready 
to  make  the  payment  then  due,  the  broker  is  not  required  to 
show  that  he  has  funds  available  to  make  the  final  payment. 
Levy  V.  Buff,  23  N.  Y.  S.  1002,  4  Misc.  180.  Mere  insolvencgr 
of  the  purchaser  does  not  defeat  the  broker's  right  to  commis- 
sions where  the  sale  contemplated  being  secured  by  a  bond  and 
deed  of  trust,  which  the  purchaser  is  prepared  to  delivor.  Bo98 
T.  FtcUing,  11  App.  Cas.  (D.  G.)  442.  The  fact  that  the  pur- 
chaser procured  was  representing  a  concealed  prineipal  does 
not  affect  the  broker's  right  to  conmxissions,  if  the  produced 
purchaser  was  able,  ready  and  willing  to  buy  on  the  terms  au- 
thorized by  the  principal  and  no  binding  written  contract  of 
sale  is  required.    OeUott  v.  Bidge,  117  Mo.  553,  23  S.  W.  882. 

VfheTe  land  is  intrusted  to  a  broker  to  sell  and  collect  the 
purchase  money,  a  purchaser  is  entitled  to  credit  for  pajrmenta 
made  to  the  broker  before  the  receipt  by  the  purchaser  of  a 
notice  of  the  withdrawal  of  the  broker's  authority.  Meeker  y. 
Mannin,  162  111.  203,  44  N.  E.  397 ;  Lawler  v.  Armstrong  (Wash. 
Sup.  '09),  102  P.  775.  A  purchaser  who  makes  a  parol  con- 
tract and  repudiates  it  before  it  is  reduced  to  writing,  bars  the 
right  of  the  broker  to  recover  commissions.  OUchrist  v.  Clarke, 
86  Tenn.  583,  8  S.  W.  572;  SUman  v.  BodweU,  24  Neb.  790, 
40  N.  W.  321.  A  purchaser  buying  real  estate  of  an  agent 
must,  at  his  peril,  ascertain  the  extent  of  the  agent's  powers. 
MUne  V.  BJeb,  14  A.  646,  810,  44  N.  J.  Eq.  378.  See  also  Sec.  18. 
After  concluding  the  contract  of  sale  a  broker  may  become 
the  agent  of  the  purchaser,  when  he  puts  money  into  the  hands 
of  said  agent  to  pay  for  the  land.  Small  v.  Collins,  6  Houst. 
(Del.)  273. 

A  complaint  in  an  action  to  recover  a  real  estate  broker's 
commission  is  not  demurrable  because  of  failure  to  allege  that 
the  agent  disclosed  to  defendant  the  identity  of  the  purchaser, 
where  it  does  not  appear  *that  he  refused  to  do  so,  or  that  the 
defendant  made  demand  therefor,  or  suffered  any  injury  from 
the  fact  of  concealment.    Bertleson  v.  Hoffman,  35  Wash.  459, 
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77  P.  801.  A  broker  who  conceals  the  name  of  the  real  pur- 
chaser, and  puts  forward  a  fictitious  purchaser,  commits  a  legal 
fraud  and  can  not  recover  commissions.  Pratt  v.  Patterson,  12 
Phila.  (Pa.)  460,  112  Pa.  St.  475.  An  owner  of  real  estate 
who  offers  to  pay  a  certain  sum  to  another  if  he  finds  a  pur- 
chaser at  a  named  price,  may,  nevertheless,  sell  the  property 
himself,  at  any  time  before  the  other  has  acted  upon  the  offer 
and  secured  a  purchaser,  and  securing  a  party  who  will  pur- 
chase on  different  terms  from  those  proposed  by  the  owner  in 
his  offer  is  not  securing  a  purchaser  within  the  meaning  of 
the  contract  so  as  to  entitle  the  broker  to  a  commission.  Darrow 
V.  Harlow,  21  Wis.  306. 

A  land  agent  is  not  entitled  to  commissions  or  compensation 
for  procuring  a  purchaser  of  a  plantation,  when  it  is  shown 
that  the  intended  purchaser  declined  to  complete  the  contract, 
without  fault  or  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  principal,  on 
account  of  a  supposed  defect  in  the  title.  BUMkenshdp  v.  Ryer" 
won,  50  Ala.  426.  Where  a  real  estate  agent,  for  an  agreed 
compensation,  undertakes  to  find  a  purchaser  satisfactory  to  the 
owner,  he  alone  has  the  right  to  determine  the  consideration 
for  which  he  will  sell  and  the  details  governing  the  payments. 
Kaham  v.  Wilson,  112  Fed.  565,  50  C.  C.  A.  108. 

An  agreement  between  the  owner  of  real  estate  and  an  agent 
whereby  the  latter  was  appointed  to  collect  rents,  make  neces- 
sary improvements,  keep  the  property  insured,  pay  the  taxes 
and  the  expenses  that  might  become  necessary  with  a  view  to 
procurii^^  purchasers,  and  to  receive  for  compensation  a  spec- 
ified per  cent,  of  the  amoxmt  collected,  did  not  constitute  him 
an  agent  with  authority  to  procure  a  purchaser  of  the  prop- 
erty.   Heim  v.  Ashton,  121  Iowa,  265,  96  N.  W.  745. 

A  contract  made  by  a  broker  to  procure,  for  a  compensation, 
certain  property  for  a  purchaser,  is  not  within  the  statute  for 
offering  real  estate  for  sale,  requiring  that  the  broker  should 
have  written  authority  from  the  owner  of  the  property.  Fried- 
man V.  BuUker,  91  N.  T.  S.  896,  45  Misc.  178. 

Where  a  land-owner  employed  the  plaintiff  to  find  a  pur- 
ehaser  on  terms  whereby  a  certain  cash  payment  was  to  be 
made  and  a  mortgage  given,  and  on  producing  the  proposed 
purchaser  the  plaintiff  offered  to  pay  the  whole  of  the  pur- 
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chase  money,  if  the  land-owner  was  not  satisfied  with  the  pur- 
chaser's  ability  to  make  the  deferred  payments  when  they  fell 
due,  it  was  held  that  such  offer  did  not  remove  the  objection 
of  inability  of  the  purchaser  to  perform  the  contract,  as  it 
amounted  to  a  proposal  to  vary  the  terms  of  the  proposed  sale. 
Young  v.  Buhwedel,  119  Mo.  App.  231,  96  S.  W.  228.  Compare 
Bicke  V.  Post,  110  N.  Y.  S.  79,  125  App.  Div.  607. 

So,  where  a  broker  sought  to  recover  commissions  for  finding 
a  purchaser  for  defendant's  real  estate,  a  showing  on  the 
part  of  plaintiff  that  he  produced  a  i>erson  willing  to  take  the 
property  at  defendant's  price,  on  condition  that  the  plaintiff 
furnished  or  procured  the  necessary  money,  and  that  plaintiff 
had  promise  of  a  loan  to  enable  him  to  do  so,  did  not  show 
performance  on  the  part  of  plaintiff.  McCune  v.  Badger,  126 
Wis.  186,  105  N.  W.  667. 

Where  a  broker  made  active  efforts  to  effect  a  purchase  for 
his  employer,  but  another  broker  first  procured  a  satisfactory 
offer  of  sale,  the  first  broker  was  not  entitled  to  any  commis- 
sions. Friedmaat  v.  PoUiein,  97  N.  Y.  S.  1032,  49  Misc.  644. 
In  the  absence  of  a  special  contract  a  broker  is  not  entitled 
to  a  commission  on  merely  bringing  a  purchaser,  who  was 
ready,  willing  and  able  to  pay  the  price  demanded,  where  no 
sale  was  made,  because  of  a  disagreement  as  to  when  the  trans- 
fer should  take  place.  Haase  v.  Schneider,  98  N.  Y.  S.  587, 
112  App.  Div.  336.    See  also  Sec.  33. 

A  real  estate  agent  does  not  produce  purchasers  willing  to 
execute  the  contract  on  the  terms  prescribed  so  as  to  be  en- 
titled to  a  commission,  where  they  insist  upon  more  onerous 
terms  than  those  originally  agreed  upon,  and  on  denial  thereof 
refuse  to  buy.  Wetw  v.  Bobinson,  98  N.  Y.  S.  429,  112  App. 
Div.  276.    See  also  Sec.  33. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions  for  procuring  a 
purchaser,  it  appeared  that  the  person  procured  by  the  broker 
entered  into  a  contract  with  the  owner  which  stipulated  for  a 
sale  of  the  real  estate  for  a  specified  sum  and  two  mortgages^ 
and  required  the  closing  of  the  contract  at  a  subsequent  date; 
the  parties  failed  to  close  the  contract  because  of  the  exist- 
ence of  a  third  mortgage  on  the  premises.  Held,  that  the  broker 
was  not  entitled  to  commissions;  the  person  procured  by  him 
having  no  right  to  refuse  to  enter  into  a  contract  for  the  pur- 
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ehase  of  the  property  tabjeet  to  two  mortgages  only,  where 
the  owner  was  able  to  perform  the  contract  when  the  time  for 
fhe  passing  of  the  title  arrived.  Shapiro  v.  Nadler,  99  N.  Y.  S. 
879,  51  Misc.  13.    See  also  Sec.  33. 

Where  a  broker  was  employed  to  procure  a  purchaser,  or 
one  willing  to  exchange  properties,  his  contract  was  performed 
when  he  procured  a  purchaser  able  and  willing  to  purchase  or 
exchange,  and  the  fact  that  the  broker  made  material  misrep- 
resentations as  to  the  property  exchanged  for  his  client's  was  no 
bar  to  his  recovery  of  his  commissions,  as  the  agent  performed 
his  contract  when  he  brought  the  parties  together,  and  they, 
themselves,  concluded  the  trade.  Nichols  v.  Whitacre,  112  Mo. 
App.  692,  87  S.  W.  594.  See  Sec.  475.  A  broker  employed 
to  sell  land  on  commission  has  a  right  to  give  a  part  of  the 
commissions  to  the  purchaser.  Stephens  v.  Tomlinson  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.  '05),  88  S.  W.  301 

*Where  the  plaintiff,  in  an  action  for  tiie  breach  of  a  con- 
tract to  sell  real  estate  for  the  purchase  of  which  he  entered 
into  »  contract  with  the  agent,  knew,  as  did  also  the  agent,  the 
terms  on  which  the  defendant  would  sell,  but  chose  to  enter 
into  a  contract  contrary  thereto,  he  is  not  entitled  to  recover. 
Fleming  v.  Burke,  122  Iowa,  433,  98  N.  W.  288.  See  also  Sec. 
307.  Where  a  real  estate  agent  claims  compensation  for  se- 
curing the  attendance  of  a  purchaser  at  a  public  land  sale,  he 
must  at  least  show  that  he  had  some  effect  upon  the  purchaser's 
attendance.  Perkins  v.  UnderhiU,  103  N.  T.  S.  25,  118  App. 
Div.  170. 

In  Nebraska,  to  entitle  a  broker  to  recover  on  a  purchase  of 
real  estate,  it  is  necessary  that  he  procure  a  valid  conveyance 
of  the  real  estate  or  an  enforceable  contract  for  a  sale.  Bolton 
V.  Cobum,  78  Neb.  731,  111  N.  W.  780,  782.  Where  the  owner 
of  property  employed  a  real  estate  broker  to  find  a  purchaser, 
the  mere  fact  that  the  prospective  purchaser  found  by  him 
afterward  notified  him  that  she  did  not  intend  to  purchase  did 
not  deprive  him  of  his  right  to  compensation,  where  she  actually 
piurchased  the  property  within  two  or  three  months  thereafter. 
Cfroscup  V.  Downey,  105  Md.  273,  65  A.  930.  Compare  SaUee 
V.  McMurray,  113  Mo.  App.  253,  88  S.  W.  157. 
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The  rule  that  even  if  a  purchaser  knows  that  the  party  selling 
is  a  broker^  and  there  is  reason  to  believe  that  he  is  selling  for 
some  principal,  yet  if  such  brcd^er  does  not  bind  his  principal  by 
the  form  of  the  contract  made,  ajid  does  bind  himself  thereby, 
he  may  be  held  to  the  liability  of  a  vendor;  held,  applicable  to 
the  liability  of  an  agent  for  commission  under  a  contract  with 
a  broker  for  the  sale  of  his  principal's  real  estate.  Nudeltnan  y« 
Hafenberg,  199  IlL  App.  463. 
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See.  42.    Tha  owner. 

Where  a  non-resident  owner  employs  a  non-resident  agent  to 
ft*li  real  estate,  the  agent  is  authorized  to  employ  a  sab-agent. 
Eastland  v.  Maney,  36  Tex.  Civ.  App.  147,  81  S.  W.  574.  An 
owner  writing  to  his  broker  after  the  time  given  to  sell  had 
expired,  directing  him  to  sell,  if  possible,  within  the  next  thirty 
days,  if  he  conld  get  a  certain  sum  net,  extended  the  term  of 
employment.  Johnson  v.  Wrights  124  Iowa,  61,  99  N.  W.  103. 
See  also  Sec.  560.  Where  an  owner  informed  his  broker  that 
it  would  not  lie  necessary  for  him  to  produce  the  purchaser  to 
reduce  the  contract  to  writing,  further  steps  in  the  matter  by 
the  broker  were  unnecessary.  Oerhart  v.  Peck,  42  Mo.  App.  644. 
Where  the  owner  of  a  building  employed  brokers  to  obtain  ten- 
ants, and  authorized  the  brokers  to  conduct  their  customers 
into  the  building,  he  was  liable  for  injuries  sustained  by  a 
cuRtomer  while  examining  the  building  in  company  with  the 
brokers  and  due  to  their  negligence.  Boyd  v.  U.  8.  Mtge.,  etc., 
Co.,  94  N.  Y.  App,  Div.  413,  88  S.  289. 

The  mere  erection  of  a  sign  on  property  by  real  estate  agents 
68  for  sale  by  them,  the  name  of  the  owner  not  being  stated, 
does  not  hold  them  out  as  agents  to  the  public,  and  as  having 
general  authority  to  bind  the  owner  by  a  contract  of  sale.  Davis 
V.  Gordon,  87  Va.  559,  13  S.  E.  35.  If  a  letter  amounts  to  a 
request  to  the  person  addressed  to  procure  a  purchaser  for 
land,  when  the  writer  was  part  owner  of  the  land  and  had  full 
authority  to  act  for  the  other  owners  and  the  person  addressed 
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acted  upon  the  letter  and  did  procure  a  purchaser  satiaf actcNry 
to  the  owner,  and  they  concluded  to  sell  the  land  to  such  pur- 
chaser, the  owners  were  legally  liable  to  pay  the  commissions 
promised.  Fisk  v.  Eenerie,  13  Oregon,  156,  9  P.  322.  If  any 
of  the  terms  of  sale  as  to  payment,  abstracts  or  time  are  un- 
satisfactory to  the  owner,  he  should  object  on  that  ground,  and 
not  refuse  absolutely  to  sell.  Weaver  v.  Snow,  60  HI.  App.  624. 
Where  a  contract  ran  for  one  year,  and  provided  that  if 
plaintiff,  a  real  estate  broker,  effected  a  sale  of  defendant's 
property,  he  was  to  receive  a  certain  commission,  and  in  case 
a  sale  was  made  without  his  aid  or  the  property  was  withdrawn 
from  sale,  one-half  commissions.  Held,  that  a  lease  for  five 
years  made  by  defendant,  with  the  exclusive  privilege  to  the 
lessee  of  purchasing  at  a  fixed  price  at  any  time  before  the 
expiration  of  the  lease,  was  a  sale  within  the  meaning  of  the 
contract,  and  entitled  plaintiff  to  one-half  of  the  commissions. 
Rucker  v.  Hall,  105  Cal.  425,  38  P.  962.  Compare  Sec.  19. 
Where  a  land-owner,  who  has  engaged  a  real  estate  agent  to 
sell  land  at  a  certain  price,  is  forced  to  join  with  a  joint  owner 
to  effect  a  sale,  and  sell  at  a  reduced  price,  the  agent  is  not 
entitled  to  commissions.  Buhl  v.  Noe,  51  111.  App.  622;  Wo- 
mack  V.  Douglas,  163  S.  W.  1130,  157  Ky.  716.  The  owner  of 
land  authorized  a  broker  to  sell  it  and  afterwards  sold  it  him- 
self; the  broker  then  found  a  purchaser  and  sued  for  his  com- 
missions. Held,  that  he  could  recover  only  on  the  ground  of 
the  owner's  breach  of  the  contract,  and  not  on  the  ground  that  he 
had  fulfilled  his  contract  as  broker,  for  the  owner  still  had  the 
power  to  sell  the  land  himself.  Metxer  v.  Wyait,  41  111.  App. 
487.  See  authorities  that  a  sale  puts  an  end  to  the  contract  with 
tlie  broker.  Sec.  16. 

One  who  purchases  real  estate  from  a  non-resident  owner, 
through  a  real  estate  broker,  is  bound  to  ascertain,  not 
only  the  terms  of  his  authority,  but  also  the  correspond- 
ence by  which  such  authority  was  obtained.  Merritt  v. 
Wassenich,  49  Fed.  785;  Sullivant  v.  Jahren,  71  Kan.  127,  79 
P.  1071.  Where  certain  land  stood  in  the  name  of  a  third 
party,  and  the  real  owner  procured  a  broker  to  sell  the  land 
who  made  false  representations  as  to  its  value,  and  the  nominal 
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owner  of  the  land  held  title  to  a  bond  and  mortgage  given  in 
part  payment  of  the  price.  Held,  that  the  fraud  of  the  real 
owner  and  the  broker  was  imputable  to  the  person  in  whose 
name  they  acted.  FairchUd  y.  McMahon,  139  N.  Y.  290,  34 
N.  E.  779,  afiSrming  20  N.  Y.  S.  31,  65  Hun.  621. 

If  one  employed  to  manage  property  for  its  owner  is  em- 
powered to  make  such  repairs  only  as  are  necessary  to  pre- 
serve and  protect  the  property  from  ordinary  wear  and  tear, 
he  can  not  charge  the  ovmer  with  the  expense  of  permanent 
improvements,  as  of  rebuilding  after  a  fire.  Beekman  v.  WH- 
Mm,  61  Cal.  335.  An  exclusive  agency  to  sell  merely  prohibits 
the  appointment  of  another  agent  for  the  sale  of  the  property, 
bat  does  not  prevent  the  owner  himself  from  making  a  sale. 
Dole  V.  Sherwood,  41  Minn.  535,  43  N.  W.  569.  In  the  case 
of  an  agency  to  sell  real  estate,  the  exclusive  right  to  sell  not 
being  given,  the  owner  himself  still  has  the  right  to  make  a 
sale  independent  of  the  agent,  and  in  such  case  will  not  be 
liable  to  the  agent  for  commissions,  unless  he  sells  to  a  pur- 
chaser procured  by  the  agent.  Dole  v.  Sherwood,  41  Minn.  535, 
43  N.  W.  569 ;  Hungerford  v.  Hicks,  39  Conn.  259 ;  Gilbert  v. 
Coon$,  37  nL  App.  448 ;  Darrow  v.  Harlow,  21  Wis.  306 ;  Tracey 
V.  Radeki  (Iowa  Sup.  '09),  119  N.  W.  525. 

The  owner  of  property  who  sells  it  himself  within  the  period 
which  he  has  given  to  a  broker  to  make  a  sale  thereof,  although 
the  broker  has  done  nothing  toward  facilitating  the  sale  of  the 
property,  and  the  contract  is  unsupported  by  a  valuable  con- 
sideration, must  pay  the  latter  the  commissions  agreed  on. 
Carle  v.  Parent  (Montreal  Law  Reports),  5  Q.  B.  451;  Camp- 
heU  V.  Thomas,  87  Cal.  428 ;  Gregory  v.  Bonney,  135  Cal.  589, 
67  P.  1038;  Lipscomb  v.  Cole,  81  Mo.  App.  53;  String  fellow  v. 
Towers,  4  Tex.  Civ.  App.  199,  23  S.  W.  313 ;  Harrel  v.  Zimple- 
men,  66  Tex.  292,  17  S.  W.  478 ;  Sechrist  v.  Atkinson,  31  App. 
(D.  C.)  1. 

Where  brokers  have  been  specifically  employed  to  negotiate  a 
contract  with  a  designated  person,  witiiout  reserve  of  the  princi- 
pal's right  to  himself  independently  sell  to  the  same  person,  the 
role  that  a  party  having  employed  a  broker  to  sell  property  may, 
nevertheless,  negotiate  a  sale  himself,  is  inapplicable.  Games  v. 
Bassick,  176  K  Y.  Supp.  670. 
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Mntaract  to  pay  real  estate  agents  commissioBs  for  their  ser- 
^ces  in  endeavoring  to  effect  a  sale,  entitles  the  agents  to  com- 
missions if  they  produce  a  purchaser  to  whom  the  vendor  in 
fact  sells.  Bowe  v.  Gage,  127  Wis.  245,  106  N.  W.  1074,  115 
Am  St.  B.  1010.  An  innocent  vendor  can  not  be  sued  in  tort 
for  the  fraud  of  his  agent  in  effecting  a  sale;  in  such  case  the 
vendee  may  rescind  the  contract  and  reclaim  the  money  paid, 
and  if  not  repaid,  may  sue  the  vendor  in  assumpsit  for  it,  or 
he  may  sue  the  agent  for  the  deceit.  Kennedy  v.  McKay,  43 
N.  J.  L.  288. 

Where  a  broker  procured  a  purchaser  for  the  land  sold  by 
taking  another  piece  of  land  for  a  part  of  the  price,  and  these 
terms  were  accepted  by  the  vendor,  the  transaction  was  a  sale, 
and  entitled  the  broker  to  the  performance  of  the  vendor's  con- 
tract to  allow  him  all  over  a  specified  amount  that  he  could 
get  for  the  land.  Uttman  v.  Land,  37  Tex.  Civ.  App.  422,  84 
S.  W.  294;  Thornton  v.  Woody  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '93),  24  S.  W. 
331.  See  also  Sees.  121,  164.  A  purchaser  contracted  to  buy 
land  and  agreed  to  pay  one-third  cash;  the  sale  was  not  made. 
Held,  that  the  broker,  in  order  to  recover  his  commissions,  was 
not  required  to  prove  that  the  purchaser  was  of  such  financial 
responsibility  that  his  notes  for  the  balance  would  have  been 
good,  irrespective  of  a  vendor's  lien,  the  contract  employing 
the  broker  not  stipulating  that  the  purchaser  should  have  such 
financial  responsibility.  Clark  v.  Wilson,  41  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
450,  91  S.  W.  627.  A  vendor  may,  if  he  is  doubtful  of  the 
proposed  vendee's  ability  to  carry  out  his  contract  of  pur- 
chase, accept  the  contract  conditionally,  and  agree  to  sell,  pro- 
vided the  purchaser  proves  able  to  perform  its  condition.  Flynn 
V.  Jordal,  124  Iowa,  457,  100  N.  W.  326.  A  broker  for  a  pur- 
chaser of  real  estate  can  not  call  upon  his  employer  to  go  to 
the  place  of  business  of  the  vendor,  and  there  make  the  con- 
tract or  negotiate  for  its  terms.  Logan  v.  McMvllen,  4  CaL 
App.  154,  87  P.  285. 

Sec.  41.    The  vendee  or  purchaser. 

Where  a  broker  is  employed  to  buy  real  estate  he  is  the 
agent  of  the  vendee.    Marsh  v.  Buchan,  46  N.  J.  Eq.  595,  22  A. 
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128.  Where  a  vendor  under  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  lands, 
which  18  within  the  statute  of  frauds  because  not  in  writing, 
is  nevertheless  willing  and  offers  to  perform  on  his  part,  but 
the  vendee  refuses  to  fulfill  and  repudiates  the  contract,  the 
latter  is  not  entitled  'to  recover  any  installments  of  purchase 
money  paid.  MeKinne  v.  Harvie,  38  Minn.  18,  35  N.  W.  668. 
Where  an  agent  is  authorized  to  sell  and  convey  lands,  and  en* 
ters  into  a  contract  with  the  vendee,  his  receipts  bind  the  prin- 
cipal.   Peck  V.  Harriott,  6  Serg.  &  E.  (Pa.)  146. 

The  owner  of  land  authorized  a  broker  to  make  a  sale  there- 
of, "commissions  to  be  paid  out  of  payments  as  made,"  and  a 
letter  in  setting  forth  the  terms  of  the  sale  provided  that  on 
default  by  the  purchaser  all  prior  payments  should  be  forfeited 
and  neither  party  have  any  claims  on  the  other;  the  broker 
found  a  purchaser,  who  gave  a  deed  of  trust  to  secure  the  pay- 
ments and  subsequently  defaulted;  thereafter,  the  vendor  re- 
leased the  vendee  from  his  obligations  and  conveyed  to  another, 
and  the  broker  sued  for  commissions  on  the  entire  price.  Held, 
that  the  contract  between  the  parties  did  not  entitle  the  broker 
to  commissions  except  on  those  payments  actually  made  by  the 
vendee.  Murray  v.  Bickard,  103  Va.  132,  48  S.  E.  871.  Com- 
pare  Seymour  v.  8t.  Luke^s  Hospital,  50  N.  Y.  S.  989,  28  App. 
Div-  119. 

A  vendee,  defrauded  by  the  agent  of  the  vendor,  may  re- 
scind the  contract  and  reclaim  the  money  paid,  and  if  not  re- 
paid may  sue  the  vendor  in  assumpsit  for  it,  or  he  may  sue  the 
agent  for  the  deceit.  Kennedy  v.  McKay,  43  N.  J.  L.  288; 
Farris  v.  Wilder  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  ^09),  115  S.  W.  645.  Where 
the  vendee  knows  that  the  vendor  is  a  broker,  and  though  there 
is  reason  to  believe  he  is  selling  the  property  for  some  prin- 
cipal, yet  if  he  does  not  see  fit  to  bind  his  principal  by  the 
form  of  the  contract  made,  by  contracting  in  his  own  name, 
he  may  become  liable  as  a  vendor.  Scaling  v.  KnoUin,  94  111. 
App.  443.  A  broker  to  purchase  real  estate  for  a  vendee  can 
not  call  on  his  principal  to  go  to  the  place  of  business  of  the 
vendor  to  make  the  contract  or  negotiate  as  to  its  terms.  Loga/a 
V.  McMvllen,  4  Cal.  App.  154,  87  P.  285.  If  the  contract  re- 
quires the  price  to  be  paid  in  cash,  the  purchaser  must  have 
the  cash  at  the  time  available  for  the  purpose.    NeiderUmder 
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V.  I^tarr,  60  Kan.  766,  32  P.  369;  Wattera  v.  Dancy,  (S.  D. 
Sup.  ^09),  122  N.  W.  430.  It  is  not  snffieient  that  the  purchaser 
has  property  from  which  the  price  might  be  realized  by  suit 
Dent  V.  Powell,  93  Iowa,  711,  61  N.  W.  1043. 

If  at  the  time  of  signing  the  contract  ^he  purchaser  is  ready 
to  make  the  payment  then  due,  the  broker  is  not  required  to 
show  that  he  has  funds  available  to  make  the  final  payment. 
Levy  V.  Ruff,  23  N.  Y.  S.  1002,  4  Misc.  180.  Mere  insolven<^ 
of  the  purchaser  does  not  defeat  the  broker's  right  to  commis- 
sions where  the  sale  contemplated  being  secured  by  a  bond  and 
deed  of  trust,  which  the  purchaser  is  prepared  to  delivar.  Bo8$ 
T.  FicUing,  11  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  442.  The  fact  that  the  pur- 
chaser procured  was  representing  a  concealed'  prineipal  does 
not  affect  the  broker's  right  to  commissions,  if  the  produced 
purchaser  was  able,  ready  and  willing  to  buy  on  the  terms  au- 
thorized by  the  principal  and  no  binding  written  contract  of 
sale  is  required.    OettoU  v.  Ridge,  117  Mo.  553,  23  S.  W.  882. 

^Where  land  is  intrusted  to  a  broker  to  sell  and  collect  the 
purchase  money,  a  purchaser  is  entitled  to  credit  for  payments 
made  to  the  broker  before  the  receipt  by  the  purchaser  of  a 
notice  of  the  withdrawal  of  the  broker's  authority.  Meeker  y. 
Matmin,  162  111.  203,  44  N.  E.  397 ;  Lawler  v.  Armstrong  (Wash. 
Sup.  '09),  102  P.  775.  A  purchaser  who  makes  a  parol  con- 
tract and  repudiates  it  before  it  is  reduced  to  writing,  bars  the 
right  of  the  broker  to  recover  conmussions.  Oilchrist  v.  Clarke, 
86  Tenn.  583,  8  S.  W.  572;  Sloman  v.  BodweU,  24  Neb.  790, 
40  N.  W.  321.  A  purchaser  buying  real  estate  of  an  agent 
must,  at  his  peril,  ascertain  the  extent  of  the  agent's  powers. 
MUne  V.  Kleb,  14  A.  646,  810,  44  N.  J.  Eq.  378.  See  also  Sec.  18. 
After  concluding  the  contract  of  sale  a  broker  may  become 
the  agent  of  the  purchaser,  when  he  puts  money  into  the  hands 
of  said  agent  to  pay  for  the  land.  Small  v.  CMins,  6  Houst. 
(Del.)  273. 

A  complaint  in  an  action  to  recover  a  real  estate  broker's 
commission  is  not  demurrable  because  of  failure  to  allege  that 
the  agent  disclosed  to  defendant  the  identity  of  the  purchaser, 
where  it  does  not  appear  *that  he  refused  to  do  so,  or  that  the 
defendant  made  demand  therefor,  or  suffered  any  injury  from 
the  fact  of  concealment.    Bertlewn  v.  Hoffman,  35  Wash.  459, 
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77  P.  801.  A  broker  who  conceals  the  name  of  the  real  pnr- 
ehaser,  and  puts  forward  a  fictitious  purchaser,  commits  a  legal 
fraud  and  can  not  recover  commissions.  Pratt  v.  Patterson,  12 
Phila.  (Pa.)  460,  112  Pa.  St.  475.  An  owner  of  real  estate 
who  offers  to  pay  a  certain  sum  to  another  if  he  finds  a  pur- 
ehaser  at  a  named  price,  may,  nevertheless,  sell  the  property 
himself,  at  any  time  before  the  other  has  acted  upon  the  offer 
and  secured  a  purchaser,  and  securing  a  party  who  will  pur- 
chase on  different  terms  from  those  proposed  by  the  owner  in 
his  offer  is  not  securing  a  purchaser  within  the  meaning  of 
the  contract  so  as  to  entitle  the  broker  to  a  commission.  Darrow 
V.  Harlow,  21  Wis.  306. 

A  land  agent  is  not  entitled  to  commissions  or  compensation 
for  procuring  a  purchaser  of  a  plantation,  when  it  is  shown 
that  the  intended  purchaser  declined  to  complete  the  contract, 
without  fault  or  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  principal,  on 
account  of  a  mipposed  defect  in  the  title.  Blankenshdp  v.  Ryer^ 
won,  50  Ala.  426.  Where  a  real  estate  agent,  for  an  agreed 
compensation,  undertakes  to  find  a  purchaser  satisfactory  to  the 
owner,  he  alone  has  the  right  to  determine  the  consideration 
for  which  he  will  sell  and  the  details  governing  the  payments. 
KUham  v.  Wilson,  112  Fed.  565,  50  C.  C.  A.  108. 

An  agreement  between  the  owner  of  real  estate  and  an  agent 
whereby  the  latter  was  appointed  to  collect  rents,  make  neces- 
sary improvements,  keep  the  property  insured,  pay  the  taxes 
and  the  expenses  that  might  become  necessary  with  a  view  to 
procuring  purchasers,  and  to  receive  for  compensation  a  spec- 
ified per  cent,  of  the  amount  collected,  did  not  constitute  him 
an  agent  with  authority  to  procure  a  purchaser  of  the  prop- 
erty.   Heim  v.  Ashton,  121  Iowa,  265,  96  N.  W.  745. 

A  contract  made  by  a  broker  to  procure,  for  a  compensation, 
certain  property  for  a  purchaser,  is  not  within  the  statute  for 
offering  real  estate  for  sale,  requiring  that  the  broker  should 
have  written  authority  from  the  owner  of  the  property.  Fried- 
man V.  BuUker,  91  N.  Y.  S.  896,  45  Misc.  178. 

Where  a  land-owner  employed  the  plaintiff  to  find  a  pur- 
chaser on  terms  whereby  a  certain  cash  payment  was  to  be 
made  and  a  mortgage  given,  and  on  producing  the  proposed 
purchaser  the  plaintiff  offered  to  pay  the  whole  of  the  pur- 
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chase  money,  if  the  land-owner  was  not  satisfied  with  the  pur- 
chaser's ability  to  make  the  deferred  payments  when  they  fell 
due,  it  was  held  that  such  offer  did  not  remove  the  objection 
of  inability  of  the  purchaser  to  perform  the  contract,  as  it 
amounted  to  a  proposal  to  vary  the  terms  of  the  proposed  sale. 
Toung  v.  Buhwedel,  119  Mo.  App.  231,  96  S.  W.  228.  Compare 
Bicke  V.  Post,  110  N.  Y.  S.  79,  125  App.  Div.  607. 

So,  where  a  broker  sought  to  recover  commissions  for  finding 
a  purchaser  for  defendant's  real  estate,  a  showing  on  the 
part  of  plaintiff  that  he  produced  a  i>erson  willing  to  take  the 
property  at  defendant's  price,  on  condition  that  the  plaintiff 
furnished  or  procured  the  necessary  money,  and  that  plaintiff 
had  promise  of  a  loan  to  enable  him  to  do  so,  did  not  show 
performance  on  the  part  of  plaintiff.  McCune  v.  Badger,  126 
Wis.  186,  105  N.  W.  667. 

Where  a  broker  made  active  efforts  to  effect  a  purchase  for 
his  employer,  but  another  broker  first  procured  a  satisfactory 
offer  of  sale,  the  first  broker  was  not  entitled  to  any  commis- 
sions. Friedm<m  v.  Polstein,  97  N.  Y.  S.  1032,  49  Misc.  644. 
In  the  absence  of  a  special  contract  a  broker  is  not  entitled 
to  a  commission  on  merely  bringing  a  purchaser,  who  was 
ready,  willing  and  able  to  pay  the  price  demanded,  where  no 
sale  was  made,  because  of  a  disagreement  as  to  when  the  trans- 
fer should  take  place.  Haase  v.  Schneider,  98  N.  Y.  S.  587, 
112  App.  Div.  336.    See  also  Sec.  33. 

A  real  estate  agent  does  not  produce  purchasers  willing  to 
execute  the  contract  on  the  terms  prescribed  so  as  to  be  en- 
titled to  a  commission,  where  they  insist  upon  more  onerous 
terms  than  those  originally  agreed  upon,  and  on  denial  thereof 
refuse  to  buy.  Weiss  v.  Bobinsan,  98  N.  Y.  S.  429,  112  App. 
Div.  276.    See  also  Sec.  33. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions  for  procuring  a 
purchaser,  it  appeared  that  the  person  procured  by  the  broker 
entered  into  a  contract  with  the  owner  which  stipulated  for  a 
sale  of  the  real  estate  for  a  specified  sum  and  two  mortgages, 
and  required  the  closing  of  the  contract  at  a  subsequent  date; 
the  parties  failed  to  close  the  contract  because  of  the  exist- 
ence of  a  third  mortgage  on  the  premises.  Held,  that  the  broker 
was  not  entitled  to  commissions;  the  person  procured  by  him 
having  no  right  to  refuse  to  enter  into  a  contract  for  the  pur- 
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ebase  of  the  property  sabjeet  to  two  mortgages  only,  where 
tbe  owner  was  able  to  perform  the  eontraet  when  the  time  for 
fhe  passing  of  the  title  srrived.  Shapiro  y.  Nadler,  99  N.  Y.  S. 
879,  51  Misc.  13.    S«e  also  Sec.  33. 

"Where  a  broker  was  employed  to  procnre  a  purchaser,  or 
one  willing  to  exchange  properties,  his  contract  was  performed 
when  he  procured  a  purchaser  able  and  willing  to  purchase  or 
exchange,  and  the  fact  that  the  broker  made  material  misrep- 
resentations as  to  the  property  exchanged  for  his  client's  was  no 
bar  to  his  recovery  of  his  commissions,  as  the  agent  performed 
his  contract  when  he  brought  the  parties  together,  and  they, 
themselves,  concluded  the  trade.  Nichols  v.  Whitacre,  112  Mo. 
App.  692,  87  S.  W.  594.  See  Sec.  475.  A  broker  employed 
to  sell  land  on  commission  has  a  right  to  give  a  part  of  the 
commissions  to  the  purchaser.  Stephens  v.  Tomlinson  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.  '05),  88  S.  W.  304. 

Where  the  plainti£F,  in  an  action  for  the  breach  of  a  con- 
tract to  sell  real  estate  for  the  purchase  of  which  he  entered 
into  a  contract  with  the  agent,  knew,  as  did  also  the  agent,  the 
terms  on  which  the  defendant  would  sell,  but  chose  to  enter 
into  a  contract  contrary  thereto,  he  is  not  entitled  to  recover. 
Fleming  v.  Burke,  122  Iowa,  433,  98  N.  W.  288.  See  also  Sec 
307.  Where  a  real  estate  agent  claims  compensation  for  se- 
curing the  attendance  of  a  purchaser  at  a  public  land  sale,  he 
must  at  least  show  that  he  had  some  effect  upon  the  purchaser's 
attradance.  Perkins  v.  VnderhiU,  103  N.  T.  S.  25,  118  App. 
Div.  170. 

In  Nebraska,  to  entitle  a  broker  to  recover  on  a  purchase  of 
real  estate,  it  is  necessary  that  he  procure  a  valid  conveyance 
of  the  real  estate  or  an  enforceable  contract  for  a  sale.  Bolton 
V.  Cohum,  78  Neb.  731,  111  N.  W.  780,  782.  Where  the  owner 
of  property  employed  a  real  estate  broker  to  find  a  purchaser, 
the  mere  fact  that  the  prospective  purchaser  found  by  him 
afterward  notified  him  that  she  did  not  intend  to  purchase  did 
not  deprive  him  of  his  right  to  compensation,  where  she  actually 
purchased  the  property  within  two  or  three  months  thereafter. 
Cfroscup  V.  Downey,  105  Md.  273,  65  A.  930.  Compare  SaUse 
▼.  McMurray,  113  Mo.  App.  253,  88  S.  W.  157. 
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The  rule  that  even  if  a  purchaser  knows  that  the  party  selling 
is  a  broker^  and  there  is  reason  to  believe  that  he  is  selling  for 
some  principal,  yet  if  such  broker  does  not  bind  his  principal  by 
the  form  of  the  contract  made,  a;id  does  bind  himself  thereby, 
he  may  be  held  to  the  liability  of  a  vendor;  held,  applicable  to 
the  liability  of  an  agent  for  commission  under  a  contract  with 
a  broker  for  the  sale  of  his  principal's  real  estate,  Nudelman  t« 
Haffenberg,  199  111.  App.  463. 
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effect. 

See.  42.    The  owner. 

Where  a  non-resident  owner  employs  a  non-resident  agent  to 
Bcli  real  eetate,  the  agent  is  authorized  to  employ  a  sub-agent. 
Eastland  v.  Maney,  36  Tex,  CSv.  App.  147,  81  S.  W.  574.  An 
owner  writing  to  his  broker  after  the  time  given  to  sell  had 
expired,  directing  him  to  sell,  if  poflnble,  within  the  next  thirty 
days,  if  he  could  get  a  certain  sum  net,  extaided  the  term  of 
employment.  Johnson  v.  Wrights  124  Iowa,  61,  99  N.  W.  103. 
See  also  Sec.  560.  Where  an  owner  informed  his  broker  that 
it  would  not  be  necessary  for  him  to  produce  the  purchaser  to 
reduce  the  contract  to  writing,  further  steps  in  the  matter  by 
the  broker  were  unnecessary.  Oerhart  v.  Peck,  42  Mo.  App.  644. 
Where  the  owner  of  a  building  employed  brokers  to  obtain  ten- 
ants, and  authorized  the  brokers  to  conduct  their  customers 
into  the  building,  he  was  liable  for  injuries  sustained  by  a 
cuKtomer  while  examining  the  building  in  company  with  the 
brokers  and  due  to  their  negligence.  Boyd  t.  U.  8.  Mtge.,  etc., 
Co.,  94  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  413,  88  S.  289. 

The  mere  erection  of  a  sign  on  property  by  real  estate  agents 
es  for  sale  by  them,  the  name  of  the  owner  not  being  stated, 
does  not  hold  them  out  as  agents  to  the  public,  and  as  having 
general  authority  to  bind  the  owner  by  a  contract  of  sale.  Davis 
V.  Gordon,  87  Ya.  559,  13  S.  E.  35.  If  a  letter  amounts  to  a 
request  to  the  person  addressed  to  procure  a  purchaser  for 
land,  when  the  writer  was  part  owner  of  the  land  and  had  full 
authority  to  act  for  the  other  owners  and  the  person  addressed 
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acted  upon-  the  letter  and  did  procure  a  purchaser  satisf aet^y 
to  the  owner,  and  they  concluded  to  sell  the  land  to  such  pur- 
chaser, the  owners  were  legally  liable  to  pay  the  commissions 
promised.  Fisk  v.  Eenerie,  13  Oregon,  156,  9  P.  322.  If  any 
of  the  terms  of  sale  as  to  payment,  abstracts  or  time  are  un- 
satisfactory to  the  owner,  he  should  object  on  that  ground,  and 
not  refuse  absolutely  to  sell.  Weaver  v.  Snow,  60  lU.  App.  624. 
Where  a  contract  ran  for  one  year,  and  provided  that  if 
plaintiff,  a  real  estate  broker,  effected  a  sale  of  defendant's 
property,  he  was  to  receive  a  certain  commission,  and  in  case 
a  sale  was  made  without  his  aid  or  the  property  was  withdrawn 
from  sale,  one-half  commissions.  Held,  that  a  lease  for  five 
years  made  by  defendant,  with  the  exclusive  privilege  to  the 
lessee  of  purchasing  at  a  fixed  price  at  any  time  before  the 
expiration  of  the  lease,  was  a  sale  within  the  meaning  of  the 
contract,  and  entitled  plaintiff  to  one-half  of  the  commissions. 
Bucker  v.  Hall,  105  Cal.  425,  38  P.  962.  Compare  Sec.  19. 
Where  a  land-owner,  who  has  engaged  a  real  estate  agent  to 
sell  land  at  a  certain  price,  is  forced  to  join  with  a  joint  owner 
to  effect  a  sale,  and  sell  at  a  reduced  price,  the  agent  is  not 
entitled  to  commissions.  Buhl  v.  Noe,  51  111.  App.  632;  TTo- 
mack  V.  Douglas,  163  S.  W.  1130,  157  Ky.  716.  The  owner  of 
land  authorized  a  broker  to  sell  it  and  afterwards  sold  it  him- 
self; the  broker  then  found  a  purchaser  and  sued  for  his  com- 
missions. Held,  that  he  could  recover  only  on  the  ground  of 
the  owner's  breach  of  the  contract,  and  not  on  the  ground  that  he 
had  fulfilled  his  contract  as  broker,  for  the  owner  still  had  the 
power  to  sell  the  land  himself.  Metzer  v.  Wyatt,  41  111.  App. 
487.  See  authorities  that  a  sale  puts  an  end  to  the  contract  with 
the  broker.  Sec.  15. 

One  who  purchases  real  estate  from  a  non-resident  owner, 
through  a  real  estate  broker,  is  bound  to  ascertain,  not 
only  the  terms  of  his  authority,  but  also  the  correspond- 
ence by  which  such  authority  was  obtained.  Merritt  v. 
Wassenich,  49  Fed.  785;  Sullivant  v.  Jahren,  71  Kan.  127,  79 
P.  1071.  Where  certain  land  stood  in  the  name  of  a  third 
party,  and  the  real  owner  procured  a  broker  to  sell  the  land 
who  made  false  representations  as  to  its  value,  and  the  nominal 
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owner  of  the  land  held  title  to  a  bond  and  mortgage  given  in 
jMirt  payment  of  the  price.  Held,  that  the  fraud  of  the  real 
owner  and  the  broker  was  imputable  to  the  person  in  whose 
name  they  acted.  FairchUd  v.  McMahon,  139  N.  Y.  290,  34 
N.  E.  779,  affirming  20  N.  Y.  S.  31,  65  Hun,  621. 

If  one  employed  to  manage  property  for  its  owner  is  em- 
])owered  to  make  such  repairs  only  as  are  necessary  to  pre- 
serve and  protect  the  property  from  ordinary  wear  and  tear, 
he  can  not  charge  the  owner  with  the  expense  of  permanent 
improvements,  as  of  rebuilding  after  a  fire.  Beekman  v.  WH- 
son>,  61  Cal.  335.  An  exclusive  agency  to  sell  merely  prohibits 
the  appointment  of  another  agent  for  the  sale  of  the  property, 
but  does  not  prevent  the  owner  himself  from  making  a  sale. 
Dole  V.  Sherwood,  41  Minn.  535,  43  N.  W.  569.  In  the  case 
of  an  agency  to  sell  real  estate,  the  exclusive  right  to  sell  not 
being  given,  the  owner  himself  still  has  the  right  to  make  a 
sale  independent  of  the  agent,  and  in  such  case  will  not  be 
liable  to  the  agent  for  commissions,  unless  he  sells  to  a  pur- 
chaser procured  by  the  agent.  Dole  v.  Sherwood,  41  Minn.  535, 
43  N.  W.  569 ;  Hungerford  v.  Hicks,  39  Conn.  259 ;  Gilbert  v. 
Coons,  37  HI.  App.  448 ;  Darrow  v.  Harlow,  21  Wis.  306 ;  Tracey 
V.  Radeki  (Iowa  Sup.  '09),  119  N.  W.  525. 

The  owner  of  property  who  sells  it  himself  within  the  period 
which  he  has  given  to  a  broker  to  make  a  sale  thereof,  although 
the  broker  has  done  nothing  toward  facilitating  the  sale  of  the 
property,  and  the  contract  is  unsupported  by  a  valuable  con- 
sideration, must  pay  the  latter  the  commissions  agreed  on. 
Carie  v.  Parent  (Montreal  Law  Reports),  5  Q.  B.  451;  Camp- 
bell V.  Thomas,  87  Cal.  428 ;  Gregory  v.  Bonney,  135  Cal.  589, 
67  P.  1038 ;  Lipscomb  v.  Cole,  81  Mo.  App.  53 ;  StringfeUow  v. 
Powers,  4  Tex.  Civ.  App.  199,  23  S.  W.  313 ;  Harrel  v.  Zimple- 
men,  66  Tex.  292,  17  S.  W.  478 ;  Sechrist  v.  Atkinson,  31  App. 
(D.  C.)  1. 

Where  brokers  have  been  specifically  employed  to  negotiate  a 
contract  with  a  designated  person,  wiihout  reserve  of  the  princi- 
paFs  right  to  himself  independently  sell  to  the  same  person,  the 
rule  that  a  party  having  employed  a  broker  to  sell  property  may, 
nevertheless,  negotiate  a  sale  himself,  is  inapplicable.  Games  v. 
Bassici,  176  N.  Y.  Supp.  670. 
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In  a  New  York  case  of  a  similar  exclusive  character,  where 
the  agent  performed  no  sernces  in  relation  to  the  sale  of  the 
property  on  which  he  asked  commissions,  his  claim  was  denied 
on  the  ground  of  want  of  consideration.  Wright  y.  Fulling,  93 
If.  Y.  a.  228,  104  App.  DiY.  49.  Where  defendants  authorized 
plaintiff  to  sell  certain  real  estate  for  them  at  any  time  within 
a  year,  the  contract  being  supported  by  a  yaluable  considera- 
tion, and  agreed  to  pay  a  commission  if  a  sale  should  be  effected 
in  any  way  during  that  time,  and  the  land  was  sold  by  the 
defendants  within  the  year,  plaintiff  to  recover  a  commission 
need  not  show  that  he  produced  or  could  have  produced  a  pur- 
chaser.   Cra/ne  v.  McCormick,  92  Cal.  176,  28  P.  222. 

The  owner  of  property,  after  negotiating  with  J  with  refer- 
ence to  a  sale,  gave  plaintiff  a  written  authority  to  sell  the 
property  for  a  specified  price,  and  plaintiff  then  negotiated 
with  J,  who  made  an  offer  of  a  less  sum,  which  was  rejected 
by  the  owner,  thereafter  the  owner  revoked  the  authority,  and 
subsequently,  in  pursuance  of  the  negotiations  between  him 
and  J,  sold  the  property  for  the  price  fixed  in  plantiff's  au- 
thority. Held,  that  in  the  absence  of  any  fraud  or  bad  faith, 
plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover  a  commission.  Cards  v. 
Perth,  100  N.  Y.  S.  1043,  115  App.  Div.  568,  103  N.  Y.  S. 
1121;  Newton  v.  Conness  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '08),  106  S.  W. 
892.  The  owner  of  land  may  sell  the  same  himself,  although 
he  has  placed  it  in  the  hands  of  a  broker  for  sale,  and  the 
most  the  broker  can  claim  is  a  commission  on  the  sale.  Woolf 
V.  SuUivm,  224  HI.  509,  79  N.  E.  646. 

Where  an  owner  of  real  estate  which  he  has  listed  with  an 
agent  for  sale  for  a  definite  price,  sells  the  same  unaided  to 
one  ostensibly  the  purchaser  but  really  acting  for  another, 
who  was  induced  to  purchase  it  by  the  efforts  of  the  agent,  but 
the  owner  acted  in  good  faith  and  in  ignorance  of  these  efforts, 
and  sold  for  a  consideration  less  than  that  given  to  the  agent, 
he  is  not,  there  being  no  exclusive  agency,  liable  for  the  com- 
missions agreed  to  be  paid  to  the  agent  for  the  production  of 
a  purchaser  ready,  able  and  willing  to  pay  what  the  owner 
demanded.  Quist  v.  OoodfeUow,  99  Minn.  509,  110  N.  W.  65. 
(Note. — ^In  that  State  the  doctrine  of  the  procuring  cause  of  the 
sale  is  not  in  its  fullest  extent  recognized,  and,  in  the  absence 
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of  an  exelmdye  right  of  sale,  to  entitle  a  broker  to  .a  commiflsioii 
it  miut  appear  that  the  owner  knew,  or  from  the  oireumjitanees 
ought  to  have  known,  that  the  broker  was  instrumental  m  in- 
ducing the  purchaser  to  enter  into  the  contract.) 

An  owner  listing  his  property  for  sale  at  a  fixed  price  wi£h 
a  real  estate  broker,  with  knowledge  that  th3  latter  on  pro- 
curing a  purchaser  will  charge  a  commission,  is  liable  for  the 
commission  when  the  broker  procures  a  customer  to  whom  a 
sale  is  made  at  the  price  fixed.  Gauli  v.  Bradshaw,  48  Wash. 
364,  93  P.  534.  A  broker  was  employed  to  procure  a  pur- 
chaser for  a  farm  within  a  specified  time  at  a  price  which  ahoidd 
net  the  owner  $11,000  and  the  broker  $875,  or  such  less  sum 
as  should  be  satisfactory  to  the  broker's  agent  having  charge 
of  the  transaction;  the  owner  sold  the  premises  to  a  purchaser 
procured  by  the  agent  of  the  broker  for  $11,000,  and  the  pur- 
chaser paid  the  agent  $100  for  commissions.  Held,  that  the 
owner,  if  he  knew  that  the  agent  in  conducting  the  sale  vio- 
lated the  instructions  of  the  broker,  was  liable  to  the  broker 
for  commissions  to  the  extent  of  $875,  on  the  ground  that  he 
was  guilty  of  a  fraud  on  the  broker.  Haven  v.  Tartar^  124  Mo. 
App.  691,  102  S.  W.  21;  Thiving  v.  CMjforrf,  136  Mass.  482. 

Although  the  owner  of  property  may,  after  authorizing  the 
sale  by  a  broker,  contract  with  a  purchaser  by  himself  alone, 
without  rendering  himself  liable  to  the  broker  for  a  commis- 
sion, he  is  not  relieved  of  such  obligation  if  he  sells  to  a  pur- 
chaser found  and  stimulated  to  make  the  purchase  by  the  ef- 
forts of  the  broker,  even  though  he  has  no  actual  knowledge 
that  the  broker  has  been  the  procuring  cause,  provided  the 
broker  has  not,  in  the  meantime,  abandoned  his  undertaking. 
Seckrist  y.  Atkinson,  31  App.  (D.  C.)  1. 

The  fact  that  a  person  employing  a  broker  to  secure  a  renewal 
or  extension  of  a  mortgage  loan  is  the  owner  of  one  undivided 
half  of  the  mortgaged  premises,  and  has  no  authority  to  contract 
for  the  co-owner,  does  not  relieve  him  of  liability  for  commissions. 
BUme  V.  Deakh  174  111.  App.  421. 

Where  brokers,  without  authority  from  their  principal,  con- 
tract to  sell  more  land  than  the  principal  owned,  and  the  prin- 
cipal promptly  repudiated  the  contract  and  received  no  part  of 
such  money,  he  was  not  liable  to  the  purchaser  for  purchase 
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money  receiyfeff  |y  the  brokers.    Hurfard  v.  Norvall,  135  P.  1060, 
39  Okl>496:--"' 

^*«co;itTftct  between  a  real  estate  broker  and  an  owner  provided 

fojr*a«sale'of  lots  at  auction;  held,  not  to  deprive  the  owner  of  the 

.\  *  irig^t  *^  sell  independently  of  the  broker.     Head-Bevig  Co.  v. 

'.  *'  ;\  •  Bannister,  163  P.  669,  —  Okl.  Sup.  — .    Ordinarily  an  owner  of 

'*.  '      land  may  sell,  even  though  he  has  listed  it  with  a  broker.    Buck 

v.  Woodson,  209  S.  W.  344,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

Sec.  43.    Oavenants. 

If  an  agent  in  selling  land  adds  covenants  not  authorized  by 
his  authority,  the  purchaser  may  enforce  so  much  of  the  con- 
tract as  conforms  to  the  authority,  or  claim  a  revision  of  the 
whole,  if  the  principal  will  not  execute  a  conveyance.  Venada 
V.  Hopkins,  1  J.  J.  Marsh  (Ky.),  285,  293.  An  agent  who 
effects  a  sale  of  his  principars  lands,  and  enters  into  a  cove- 
nant to  convey  and  assure  the  land  to  the  purchaser,  is  re- 
sponsible to  such  purchaser  under  such  covenant.  Harper  v. 
Hampton,  1  Harr.  &  J.  (Md.)  622.    See  also  Sec.  76a. 

The  great  preponderance  of  authority  now  is,  that  a  power, 
without  restriction,  to  sell  and  convey  real  estate,  gives  au- 
thority to  the  agent  to  deliver  deeds,  with  general  warranty, 
binding  on  the  principal  where,  under  the  circumstances,  this 
is  the  common  and  usual  mode  of  conveying.  LeRoy  v.  Beard, 
8  How.  (U.  S.)  451;  Peters  v.  Famstaorth,  15  Vt.  155;  Venada 
V.  Hopkins,  1  J.  J.  Marsh  (Ky.),  293;  Taggart  v.  Stanberry, 
2  McLean  (U.  S.),  543;  Schultz  v.  Griffin,  8  N.  Y.  St.  332, 
24  N.  E.  480.  Sec.  417.  (See  Sec.  418  for  authorities  qualify- 
ing this  doctrine.) 

An  agent  acting  under  parol  authority  only  can  not  bind  his 
principal  by  a  written  covenant,  under  seal,  signed  vrith  the 
name  of  such  principal;  such  an  instrument  is  not,  in  any 
sense,  the  deed  of  the  principal  unless  delivered  by  him.  Har- 
skaw  V.  McKesson,  65  N.  C.  688. 

An  owner  of  real  estate  employing  a  broker  to  procure  a 
purchaser.  Held,  not  required  to  inform  the  broker  of  the 
existence  of  restrictive  covenants  in  the  chain  of  title.  Banger 
V.  Leo,  121  N.  Y.  S.  328. 
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Sea  44.    Oonctttional  oontraeta. 

Where  plaintiff  in  an  action  to  recover  commissions  for  pro- 
curing a  purchaser  for  real  estate  proves  the  execution  of  the 
contract  of  purchase,  which  defendant  claims  was  signed  con- 
ditionally, the  burden  of  proving  such  defense  is  on  the  de- 
fendant.   Folinshee  v.  Sawyer,  36  N.  Y.  S.  405,  15  Misc.  293. 

Property  owner  and  a  r^  estate  broker  may  agree  that  pay- 
ment of  commission  d^nds  upon  the  making  of  an  enforceable 
contract  between  the  owner  and  a  purchaser,  or  condition,  pay- 
ment to  be  only  from  the  proceeds  of  the  sale.  Edward  F.  Ear- 
ringion  Co.  v.  Waban  Bose  Conswvataries,  111  N.  E.  37,  222 
Mass.  372. 

Becw  45.    Condition  precedent  to  the  contract  of  sale  taking 
effect. 

A  vendor  may,  if  he  is  doubtful  of  the  proposed  vendee's 
ability  to  carry  out  his  contract  of  purchase,  accept  the  con- 
tract conditionally,  and  agree  to  sell,  provided  the  purchaser 
proves  able  to  perform  its  conditions.  Flynn  v.  Jordal,  124 
Iowa,  457,  100  N.  W.  326.    See  also  Sees.  54,  65,  182. 

An  agreement  providing  for  the  sale  and  purchase  of  real 
estate,  which  stipulates  that  the  contract  shall  be  made  at  a 
specified  time  and  place,  that  the  commission  to  be  paid  to  the 
broker  for  procuring  the  purchaser  shall  be  paid  on  **  closing 
of  title,''  fixes  the  time  when  the  commission  shall  be  payable; 
but  the  actual  closing  of  the  title  is  not  a  condition  precedent 
to  a  recovery  of  the  commission,  and  the  broker,  on  the  owner 
refusing  to  complete  the  sale,  may  recover  his  commission. 
Meltzer  v.  Stra^iss,  113  N.  T.  S.  583,  61  Misc.  250. 

Where  a  principal,  after  hiring  a  broker  to  effect  a  loan, 
refused  to  accept  it  after  it  was  arranged,  the  broker  was  ex- 
cused from  bringing  the  intending  lender  into  the  principal's 
presence,  or  furnishing  him  with  the  lender's  name,  as  a  con- 
dition precedent  to  his  right  to  compensation.  Morrison  v.  TiisJea, 
113  N.  T.  S.  611. 

While,  as  a  general  role,  a  broker  employed  by  the  owner  of 
real  estate  to  sell  it  becomes  entitled  to  a  reasonable  compensa- 
tion when,  through  his  services,  such  real  estate  is  sold,  where 
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the  contract  contains  conditions  the  broker  must  comply  therewith. 
Mdbry  ▼.  Bailey  S  Howard,  59  S.  322,  5  Ala.  App.  388. 

Where  in  an  action  for  commissions  the  evidence  showed  that 
the  owner  had  not  accepted  the  purchaser  absolutely,  but  only 
upon  condition  that  the  purchaser  should  give  certain  security, 
the  broker  had  not  negotiated  a  sale  and  was  not  entitled  to  re- 
cover.   Clark  Y.  Banner,  104  N.  E.  494,  217  Mass.  201. 

Sec.  46.    Death,  and  its  effect  on  contracta» 

An  agency  may  be  terminated  by  the  death  of  the  principaL 
Crowe  V.  Trickey,  204  U.  S.  228,  aflBrming  71  P.  (Ariz.)  965; 
Crowe  V.  Harmon,  204  U.  S.  241,  afBrming  71  P.  (Ariz.)  1125; 
Kyle  V.  Gaff,  105  Mo.  App.  672,  78  S.  W.  1047 ;  Shisler's  Est., 
2  Pa.  Dist,  Ct.  588. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  his  commissions  in  negotiating 
an  exchange  of  properties,  reference  in  a  single  letter  by  one 
of  the  parties  to  the  trade  to  the  other,  indicating  that  the 
proposition  had  been  submitted  to  him  by  plaintiff,  and  the 
testimony  of  the  other  party  that  it  was  through  plaintiff  that 
he  came  to  know  the  former,  and  that  he  had  the  property  in 
question  to  trade,  are  not  sufficient  to  show  plaintiff's  employ- 
ment by  the  party  writing  the  letter,  where  it  does  not  appear 
that  any  demand  for  commissions  waa  made  by  the  plaintiff  un- 
til the  party's  death,  though  he  lived  for  some  months  after- 
ward. Ehrenroth  v.  Putnam  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '00),  55  S.  W. 
190. 

Sac.  47.    Approval  of  principaL 

One  employed  to  sell  land  at  an  agreed  price  and  who  receives 
in  part  payment  land  of  a  certain  character  viriihin  a  speci- 
fied locality,  can  not  recover  commissions  where  the  owner  re- 
fuses to  consummate  the  trade,  if  the  contract  of  employment 
provided  that  the  sale  should  be  subject  to  the  owner's  ap- 
proval. Ooin  V.  Hess,  102  Iowa,  140,  71  N.  W.  218;  Denis  v. 
TUion,  120  La.  226,  45  S.  112;  Slayback  v.  Wetzel  (Mo.  App. 
^09),  123  S.  W.  698;  Jenson  v.  Bekon,  206  111.  App.  296. 

If  a  broker  employed  to  purchase  an  estate  buys  it  for  him- 
self, it  is  necessary,  in  order  to  unfold  the  transaction  and 
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Tender  him  liable  to  aoooimt,  that  the  agency  of  the  broker  for 
the  principal  be  approved.  Laxarua  y.  Sands,  33  N.  Y.  S.  855, 
12  Misc.  575,  27  N.  Y.  S.  885,  7  Misc.  282.  Where  the  con- 
tract of  sale  was  to  be  approved  by  the  owner,  an  instruction 
that  pUintifl  was  entitled  to  commissions  if  he  found  a  pnr- 
ehaaer,  though  defendant  refused  to  carry  out  the  trade,  was 
erroneous.    Chin  v.  Hess,  102  Iowa,  140,  71  N.  W.  218. 

8eo.  48.    Abbreviations. 

Whiere  the  abbreviations  used  in  a  broker's  authorization  were 
such  that  parties  familiar  with  land  descriptions  could  under* 
stand  them  easily,  their  use  did  not  render  the  authority  void 
for  unoertainly.   MeUne  v.  Buffino,  129  CaL  514,  62  P.  93. 


CHAPTER  IX, 

SBCnON.  8BCTI0N. 

49.  Ambiguous   contract.  53.  Credit. 

60.  Banks.  54.  Contingency. 

51.  Consent.  55.  Changes  in  contract!. 

52.  Caveat  emptor.  56.  Counter  proposition. 

Sec.  49.    Ambigaons  contracts. 

Where  letters  from  the  owner  of  land  to  a  real  estate  broker 
named  terms  of  sale,  and  told  the  broker  if  he  could  effect 
sales  the  owner  would  be  glad,  but  that  the  right  to  refuse 
offers  was  reserved,  that  the  broker  might  wire  if  he  found  a 
customer  at  the  price  named,  and  he  could  have  the  land  and 
the  broker  his  commission,  it  was  held  that  where  the  language 
was  ambiguous,  the  ambiguity  must  be  taken  most  strongly 
against  the  owner,  especially  where  third  persons  have  acted 
thereunder,  and  the  broker  having  found  persons  ready  to  pur- 
chase on  the  terms  named,  was  entitled  to  his  commissions,  al- 
though the  owner  refused  to  selL  Hopwaod  v.  Corbin,  63  lowa^ 
218,  18  N.  W.  911;  Wright  Land  Jk  Inv.  Co.  v.  Even,  186  P. 
681,  —  Mont.  Sup.  — . 

Where  a  broker  produced  a  customer,  and  to  whom  principal 
agreed  to  sell,  the  mere  fact  that  the  contract  contained  no  ex- 
press promise  to  purchase  did  not  make  it  so  lacking  in  mutual- 
ity that  the  broker  could  recover  no  commission,  reciprocal  obliga- 
tion of  purchase  being  implied.  Warmack  v.  Perhina,  201  S.  W. 
120,  —  Ark.  Sup.  — . 

Sec.  50    BanJok 

The  cashier  of  a  bank  having  implied  authority,  as  its  execu- 
tive ojficer,  to  contract  for  the  disposal  of  lands  acquired  by 
the  bank  in  the  collection  of  its  credits,  will  bind  the  bank  by 
his  contract  to  pay  commissions  for  the  disposal  of  lands  placed 

i06 
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in  the  hands  of  a  broker,  but  which  through  mistake  in  identity 
the  bank  does  not  own.  Arnold  v.  Nat,  Bh.  of  Waupaca,  126 
Wis.  362,  105  N.  W.  828,  3  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  580. 

li^ere  a  real  estate  agent  furnished  a  purchaser  who  was  able 
and  willing  to  buy,  and  who  entered  into  a  contract  providing 
that  he  should  deposit  $500,  which  should  be  returned  if  any 
defect  existed  in  the  title  which  the  seller  could  not  cure  in 
thirty  days,  and  the  contract  failed  of  consummation  solely 
because-  there  was  such  a  defect,  the  fact  that  the  check  which 
was  deposited  according  to  the  contract  was  on  a  bank  from 
which  the  prospective  buyer  withdrew  his  funds,  and  the  check 
was  afterward  refused,  did  not  preclude  the  agent  from  recover- 
ing his  conmiisBions.  Perkins  v.  Kimberlin,  110  Mo.  App.  661, 
85  S.  W.  630. 

Where  a  bank  agrees  to  pay  a  real  estate  broker  a  commis- 
sion on  the  sale  of  lands,  it  can  not  set  up  as  a  defense  that, 
under  the  laws  of  the  State  in  which  the  land  is  situated,  a 
bank  is  prohibited  from  dealing  in  real  estate,  where  it  has 
availed  itself  of  the  benefits  of  the  sale,  s  Church  v.  Johnson, 
93  Iowa,  544,  61  N.  W.  916. 

Where  defendant,  attorney  for  the  president  of  a  bank,  engaged 
a  broker  to  procure  a  purchaser  for  land  belonging  to  the  bank, 
title  to  which  property  had  stood  in  the  name  of  the  attorney, 
as  trustee,  prior  to  a  sheriff's  sale  made  to  clear  the  title,  and  the 
contract  was  the  usual  one,  commission  is  earned  where  the 
broker  procures  a  customer  with  whom  defendant  was  willing  to 
contract,  regardless  of  the  final  outcome  of  the  sale.  lAeberman 
V.  Colahan,  110  A.  246,  —  Pa.  Super.  — • 

See.  61.    Ooosent 

If  an  agent  employed  to  sell  property  buys  it  for  himself, 
in  an  action  for  compensation  tie  burden  of  proving  that  the 
principal  had  knowledge  of  the  facts  and  consented  to  the  sale 
rests  on  the  agent.  Jansen  v.  Williams,  36  Neb.  869,  55  N.  W. 
279,  20  L.  R.  A.  207 ;  Grant  v.  Hardy,  33  Wis.  668. 

If  a  broker  is  employed  as  the  agent  of  either  party  so  that 
that  party  relies  on  him  to  secure  the  best  bargain  possible, 
then  the  general  rule  forbidding  double  employment  applies, 
and  the  broker  can  not  recover  commissions  from  both  parties 
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to  the  transaction.  Bates  v.  Copeland,  McArthur  k  M.  (D.  C.) 
50;  Lloyd  y.  Colston,  5  Bush  (Ky.),  587;  Baisin  v.  Clark,  41 
Md.  158;  FoUansbee  v.  O'Reilly,  135  Mass.  80;  Harwitz  v. 
Pepper,  128  Mich.  688,  87  N.  W.  1034;  Friar  v.  Smith,  120 
Mich,  411,  79  N.  W.  633,  46  L.  R.  A.  229 ;  Leathers  v.  Canfield, 
117  Mich.  277,  75  N.  W.  612,  45  L.  R.  A.  33 ;  Scribner  v.  Cottier, 
40  Mich.  375 ;  Dartt  v.  Somnesym,  86  Minn.  55,  90  N.  W.  115 ; 
De  Steiger  v.  Hollington,  17  Mo.  App.  382 ;  Pugsley  v.  Murray, 
4  E.  D.  Smith  (N.  T.),  245;  Dunlap  v.  Richards,  2  E.  D.  Smith 
(N.  T.),  181;  Watkins  v.  CotweK,  1  E.  D.  Smith  (N.  Y.),  65; 
Brierly  v.  Connelly,  64  N.  Y.  S.  9,  31  Misc.  268;  Norman  v. 
Beii^*6r,  54  N.  Y.  S.  152,  25  Misc.  161 ;  Linderman  v.  McKenna, 
20  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  409;  Meyer  v.  Hanchett,  43  Wis.  246;  Single 
V.  Russell,  80  A.  164,  114  Md.  418;  Sumone  v.  Dereskinwicz,  74 
A.  906,  82  Conn.  647;  Jacobs  v.  Beyer,  126  N.  Y.  Sup.  697,  141 
App.  Div.  49 ;  Siler  v.  Perkins,  140  S.  W.  1060,  126  Tenn.  380, 
47  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  232;  King  v.  Reed,  141  P.  41,  24  Cal.  App. 
229;  Clopton  v.  Meeves,  133  P.  907,  24  Idaho,  293;  Moore  v. 
Kelley,  162  S.  W.  1034,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ;  Lena  v.  Stewart, 
96  A.  639,  89  Vt.  286,  Ann.  Cas.  1917  A,  609;  Jauman  r.  Mc- 
Cusick,  137  P.  264,  166  Cal.  617;  Shepherd-Teague  Co.  v.  Her- 
mann, 107  P.  622,  12  Cal.  App.  394;  Zimmerman  r.  Oarvey,  71 
A.  780,  81  Conn.  670 ;  Neuman  v.  Friedman,  136  S.  W.  261,  166 
Mo.  App.  142 ;  Adams  v.  Boren,  194  S.  W.  619,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
— ;  Whittle  v.  Klipper,  166  N.  W.  426,  —  Iowa  Sup.  — ;  Brovm 
Y.Hurb,  164  N.  W.  386,  —Mich.  Sup.—;  Tockum  v.  Oassett,  200 
S.  W.  682,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ;  Dingman  v.  Boyle,  120  N.  B. 
487,  —  111.  Sup.  — ,  rev.  judg.  209  111.  App.  811;  Blaschika  v. 
Ferguson  £  Dyers,  208  S.  W.  727,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ;  Baker 
V.  Oreer,  208  S.  W.  766,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ;  Buck  v.  Woodson, 
209  S.  W.  344,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ;  McCulley  v.  Rivers,  170 
N.  W.  24,  200  Mich.  417;  Baum  v.  Kelley,  176  N.  Y.  Sup.  22; 
James  E.  Carlson,  Inc.  v.  Babler,  174  N.  W.  824,  —  Minn.  Sup. 
— ;  Williams  v.  Knight  Realty  Co.,  217  S.  W.  766,  —  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  — ;  Oallway  v.  OaXbreath,  187  P.  73,  —  Cal.  App.  — ; 
Murphy  v.  Willis,  219  S.  W.  776,  —  Ark.  Sup.  — ;  Hume  v. 
Raggett  A  Baggett,  221  S.  W.  1002,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ; 
Tmee  v.  Herbst,  111  A.  201,  —  Conn.  Sup.  — ;  Oanlner  r. 
Buschler,  111  A.  689,  —  Conn.  Sup.  «^. 
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TJnleBS  ihey  consent  to  his  acting  for  both,  either  expressly 
or  by  dear  implication.  Ale^umder  y.  N.  W.  Chr.  Univ.,  57  In<L 
466;  Scribner  v.  Collier,  40  Mich.  375;  D$  Steiger  ▼.  Hollington, 
17  Mo.  App.  382;  Rawe  y.  Stephens,  53  N.  Y.  621;  Oeerff  y. 
Pollodc,  44  N.  Y.  S.  673,  16  App.  DiY.  321 ;  Abel  y.  Disbraw, 
44  N.  Y.  S.  573,  15  App.  DiY.  536;  Lansing  y.  Bliss,  33  N.  Y.  S. 
310,  86  Hun.  205;  Dunlapy.  Eickards,  2  E.  D.  Smith  (N.  Y.), 
181;  WKHing  y.  Smnders,  49  N.  Y.  S.  1016,  22  Misc.  539; 
Haviland  y.  Price,  26  N.  Y.  S.  757,  6  Misc.  372;  Lamb  y.  Baxter, 
130  N.  G.  67,  40  S.  E.  850;  Maacwell  y.  Fm^^  23  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  302; 
Meyer  y.  Hanchett,  43  Wis.  246 ;  Cass  y.  ToIi^W  (Tex.  CiY.  App. 
'08),  112  S.  W.  1077;  Minto  y.  Moore,  55  S.  542,  1  Ala.  App. 
556;  Harten  y.  Laffler,  31  App.  D.  C.  362;  Rineberger  y.  Wess- 
ner,  137  P.  969,  91  Kan.  303;  Neuman  y.  Friedman,  136  S.  W. 
251,  156  Mo.  142;  Hoffhines  y.  Thorson,  141  P.  253,  92  Kan. 
605;  McClure  y.  ClemenU,  143  S.  W.  82,  161  Mo.  App.  23; 
Levy  Y.  Cross,  149  P.  237,  46  Okl.  626;  Snsee  y.  Neumann,  123 
N.  Y.  Sup.  776,  67  Misc.  Hep.  605 ;  Byrne  y.  Jacobs,  162  S.  W. 
8,  —  Tex.  CiY.  App.  — ;  Bauer  y.  Crow,  171  S.  W.  296,  —  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  — ;  SiMts  y.  Weaver,  123  P.  666,  53  Cal.  25;  Am.  Sec. 
Inv.  Co.  Y.  Penney,  152  N.  W.  771,  129  Minn.  369;  Johnson  y. 
Eurzenknabe,  182  111.  App.  159;  Maddox  y.  Davis,  192  111.  App. 
576 ;  Maddox  y.  Harding,  135  N.  W.  — ,  91  Neb.  292 ;  Franck  v. 
Blazier,  133  P.  800,,  66  Or.  377;  Eunter  y.  Lyofw,  144  S.  W. 
353,  —  Tex.  CiY.  App.  — ;  Price  y.  PaHridge,  139  P.  34,  78 
Wash  362;  Stapp  y.  Godfrey,  139  N.  W.  893,  158  Iowa,  376; 
Ooldsberg  y.  Thomas,  165  S.  W.  1179,  178  Mo.  App.  334;  Fram 
Y.  McCarty,  168  S.  W.  44„  —  Tex.  CiY.  App.  — ;  Hull  y.  Eidt- 
Summerfield  Co.,  204  S.  W.  480,  —  Tex.  CiY.  App.  — ;  Burt  v. 
Woodson,  209  S.  W.  244,  —  Tex.  CiY.  App.  — ;  Oirt  y.  Shaw,  70 
Pa.  Snper.  Ct.  345;  James  E.  Carlson,  Inc.  y.  Babler,  174  N.  W. 
824,  —  Minn.  Snp.  — ;  Edmundson  y.  Phenix,  178  N.  W.  893, 
—  Minn.  — ;  Hoefling  y.  Borson,  180  N.  W.  750,  —  Iowa 
Snp.  — . 

The  fact  that  a  broker  employed  to  effect  a  sale  is  a  director 
in  the  corporation  Ytrhich  he  procnres  to  buy  the  property,  does 
not  prevent  him  from  recovering  a  commission,  where  the  per- 
son who  practicaUy  cfwuA  the  capital  stock  of  the  corporation 
consented  to  the  transaction,  the  question  of  fair  dealing  being 
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submitted  to  the  jury.  Ooldshear  v.  Barrow,  85  N.  Y.  S.  395, 
42  Misc.  198.  Mere  consent  by  a  person  to  the  rendition  by 
a  real  estate  agent  of  unsolicited  services  which  result  in  a 
sale  of  the  property,  does  not,  of  itself,  create  a  contract  or 
entitle  the  broker  to  recover  compensation  under  an  implied 
promise  of  remuneration  for  such  voluntary  services.  VUey  v. 
Petiit,  96  Ky.  576,  16  Ky.  L.  R.  650,  29  S.  W.  438 ;  Weinhuse 
V.  Croniri,  68  Conn.  250,  36  A.  45.  Contra,  Kinder  v.  Pope,  106 
Mo.  App.  536,  80  S.  W.  315. 

T  and  W  entered  into  a  contract  with  O  to  sell  real  estate  for 
him  within  a  certain  time,  on  certain  commissions;  before  the 
expiration  of  the  time  0  requested  the  return  of  the  agreement ; 
W  offered  to  purchase  the  land  himself  rather  than  lose  the 
sale;  the  relation  between  the  parties  was  that  of  principal  and 
agent,  and  could  not  be  changed  without  O's  consent  into  that 
of  vendor  and  purchaser.  Tower  v.  O'Neil,  66  Pa.  St  332.  See 
also  Sees.  477,  478. 

Where  a  seller,  in  order  to  delude  the  purchaser  as  to  the 
amount  of  commission  to  be  paid  on  a  sale  of  property,  au- 
thorized the  broker  to  deal  with  the  purchaser  for  compensa- 
tion. This  was  not  such  bad  faith  on  the  part  of  the  broker 
as  precluded  him  from  recovering  compensation  from  the 
seller.  Siler  v.  Perkins,  140  S.  W.  1060,  126  Tenn.  380,  47 
L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  232, 

Though  the  owner  did  not  know  when  contracting  with 
plaintiff  to  procure  a  purchaser  that  plaintiff  was  also  acting 
for  the  other  party,  plaintiff  might  recover  commissions  if 
such  relation  had  been  terminated  when  defendant  learned 
thereof.  T.  A.  Hill  £  Son  v.  Piriton  &  Schwartz,  160  S.  W. 
1155,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

The  rule  which,  precludes  a  real  estate  agent  from  repre- 
senting both  vendor  and  purchaser,  though  claiming  to  act 
as  middleman,  is  intended  to  secure  honest  service,  and  to 
enable  both  vendor  and  purchaser  to  know  whom  he  is  serv- 
ing.   Clopton  V.  Meeves,  133  P.  907,  24  Idaho,  293. 

In  the  case  of  an  agreement  for  an  exchange  of  land  pro- 
cured by  a  broker,  facts  may  warrant  recovery  of  commis- 
sions from  one  party  but  not  from  the  other.  Levy  v.  Dusen- 
herry,  163  P.  231,  32  Cal.  App.  411. 
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Where  a  realty  broker  I»roaght  together  his  prinoipal,  with 
land  for  sale,  and  another  person  for  whom  he  was  acting  to 
effect  an  exchange,  in  which  event  he  would  have  received  a 
commission  from  both,  without  either  having  knowledge  of 
the  double  agency,  the  law  will  not  give  effect  to  the  agent's 
act  by  awarding  him  a  commission  against  complaining  prin- 
cipal with  land  for  sale,  simply  because  the  other  principal 
did  not  exchange  lands,  but  sold  them  and  bought  lands  of 
first  principal.  Buck  v.  Woodson,  209  S.  W.  244,  —  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  — . 

Where  the  bookkeeper  for  buyers  of  a  plantation  did  not 
accept  the  proposition  of  the  agent  for  the  sellers  to  act  as 
sab-agent,  but  refused  his  offer  to  share  commission  and 
elected  to  represent  his  employers  in  an  offer  to  buy  at  lower 
than  list  price,  negotiating  direct  with  the  sellers  and  acting 
for  the  buyers,  without  intimating  either  to  the  sellers'  agent 
or  the  sellers  that  he  was  representing  the  latter,  he  is  not 
entitled  to  recover  from  the  sellers'  agent  half  of  the  commis- 
sion voluntarily  paid  such  agent  by  the  sellers.  Henry  v.  Lamens- 
doff,  83  S.  727,  —  Miss.  Sup.  — . 

Agreement  by  a  broker  with  an  owner,  giving  the  broker 
the  right  to  sell  on  commission,  and  also  giving  him  the  right 
to  purchase  the  property  for  himself,  was  not  within  the  rule 
forbidding  a  broker  buying  from  or  selling  to  an  employer, 
as  the  owner,  by  voluntarily  signing  the  contract,  must  know 
that  it  provides  for  the  broker's  purchase  for  himself.  Fitzger- 
ald V.  Boyle,  193  P.  1109,  —  Utah  Sup.  — . 

Where  a  contract  gave  a  broker  an  option  to  purchase  him- 
self or  to  find  a  purchaser,  he  is,  on  purchasing  the  property 
himself,  entitled  to  deduct  the  agreed  commission,  just  as  if 
he  had  negotiated  a  sale  to  a  third  person.    Id. 

Where  a  broker  sold  the  owner's  land  to  his  wife,  and  the 
contract  and  deed  were  placed  with  a  depositary  to  be  deliv- 
ered to  the  purchaser  in  compliance  with  the  terms  of  the 
contract,  the  relationship  between  the  purchaser  and  the 
broker  held,  to  famish  no  ground  for  refusing  to  complete 
the  transaction,  the  owner  being  fully  informed  of  such  re- 
lationship before  the  contract  was  executed.  Neal  v.  Owings, 
194  P.  324,  —  Kan.  Sup.  — . 
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A  purchaser  of  real  estate  is  entitled  to  rely  on  the  repre- 
sentation of  the  agent  for  the  sale  thereof  as  to  its  location, 
and  is  not  bound  by  the  doctrine  of  caveat  emfdor  to  make 
farther  inquiries  as  to  its  boundaries.  Roberts  t.  Holliday, 
10  S.  D.  676,  74  K  W.  1034;  Selby  v.  Matson,  114  N.  W.  609, 
137  Iowa,  97.    Compare  Sec.  348. 

Sao.  58.    Credit. 

An  agent  to  sell  land  on  credit  has  no  implied  authori^  to  re- 
ceive payment  therefor,  nor  to  receive  payment  before  due,  nor 
in  anjrthing  but  money.  Mann  v.  Robinson,  19  W.  Va.  49.  Com- 
pare Sec.  335.  A  broker  employed  to  sell  real  estate  has  no 
authority  to  bind  his  principal  by  a  contract  to  sell  on  credit 
unless  expressly  authorized.  Staten  v.  Hammer,  121  Iowa,  499, 
96  N.  W.  964;  Smith  v.  McCanr^  205  Pa.  St.  57,  54  A.  498; 
Edwards  v.  Davidson  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '04),  79  S.  W.  48;  Rundle 
V.  Cutting,  18  Colo.  337,  32  P.  994 ;  OUbert  v.  Baxter,  71  Iowa, 
327,  32  N.  W.  364;  Wanless  v.  McCanless,  38  Iowa,  20;  Kemjh 
ner  v.  Oans,  111  S.  W,  1123,  87  Ark.  221,  re.  den.  112  S.  W. 
1087,  87  Ark.  221.  And  to  sell  on  credit,  a  sale  for  the 
amount  in  cash  is  xmauthorized.  Jackson  v.  Marohn  (S.  D. 
Sup.  '09),  119  N.  W.  988. 

Where  land  is  entrusted  to  real  estate  agents  to  sell  and  col- 
lect the  purchase  money,  the  purchaser  is  entitled  to  credit  for 
payment  to  an  agent  of  the  real  estate  agents,  although  made 
after  he  was  discharged,  he  having  been  held  out  as  authorized 
to  receive  payments  due  on  contracts,  and  notice  of  the  with- 
drawal of  his  authority  not  having  been  given  to  the  purchaser. 
Meeker  v.  Manning,  162  111.  203,  44  N.  B.  397.    See  also  Sec.  335. 

Defendant  made  plaintiff  his  agent  for  the  sale  of  certain 
lands  for  cash,  all  the  price  above  a  certain  amount  to  belong 
to  plaintiff  as  his  compensation;  plaintiff  found  a  purchaser 
willing  to  pay  such  sum  in  cash  and  the  excess  to  plaintiff  on 
time.  Held,  that  such  sale  complied  with  the  terms  of  the 
agreement.  Van  Oarder  v.  Sherman,  81  Iowa,  403,  46  N.  W. 
1087. 
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8ec.  64.    Oontingenqr. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  to  recover  oommissions  for  selling 
land,  evidence  that  the  act  of  the  defendant  prevented  the  hap- 
pening of  the  contingency  on  which  payment  was  to  be  made  was 
inadmissible,  the  excuse  not  being  pleaded  by  the  plaintiff. 
Turner  v.  Lane,  93  N.  T,  S.  1083,  47  Misc.  387.  A  broker  may  by 
special  agreement  with  his  principal  so  contract  as  to  make  his 
compensation  depend  upon  a  contingency  which  his  efforts  can 
not  control,  even  though  it  relates  to  the  acts  of  his  principal. 
Hind  V.  Henry,  36  N.  J.  L.  328;  Lassen  v.  Bayless,  125  Fed. 
744,  60  C.  C.  A.  512;  Berry  v.  Tweed,  93  Iowa,  296,  61  N.  W. 
858;  Stewart  v.  Fowler,  37  Kan.  677,  15  P.  918;  Flower  v. 
Davidson,  44  Minn.  46,  46  N.  W.  308;  8.  E.  Crowley  Co.  v. 
Myers,  69  N.  J.  L.  245,  55  A.  305 ;  Brown  v.  Grossman,  65  N. 
Y.  S.  1126,  53  App.  Div.  640;  Hodgkins  v.  Mead,  8  N.  Y.  S.  854. 
See  also  Sees.  40,  45,  65. 

A  written  agreement,  after  reciting  that  defendant  had  con- 
tracted to  sell  a  farm  to  one  H,  ^'contingent  on  the  allowance 
of  a  certain  pension  to  H,**  the  latter 's  ability  to  pay  the  price 
being  entirely  dependent  upon  the  allowance  of  said  pension 
daim,  provided  that,  in  case  the  sale  should  be  ''perfected  by 
the  payment  of  said  purchase  money"  to  defendant,  "in  the 
event  said  pension  is  allowed,"  defendant  should  pay  a  speci- 
fied commission  to  plaintiff,  who  had  helped  bring  about  the 
contingent  sale,  but  if  the  "pension  should  not  be  allowed  and 
paid  over  to  defendant  plaintiff  should  receive  nothing;  the 
price  to  be  paid  for  the  farm  was  $12,000  and  the  pension 
daim  was  for  $9,500,  of  which  H  received  $6,000,  but  never 
paid  more  than  $1,000  to  defendant.  Held,  that  plaintiff  was 
not  entitied  to  a  commission.  Cobb  v.  Kenner  (Ch.  App.  Tenn.), 
42  S.  W.  277. 

The  owner  of  certain  real  estate  desiring  to  exchange  the 
same  for  city  property,  on  which  were  certain  mortgages, 
employed  plaintiffs,  as  brokers,  to  effect  the  exchange,  re- 
quiring as  a  condition  precedent  that  an  extension  of  time 
for  the  payment  of  the  mortgage  be  secured  within  ten  days. 
Plaintifb  procured  defendant,  the  owner  of  the  city  property, 
to  endorse  a  written  acceptance  on  the  contract,  and  an  agree- 
ment to  pay  $1,000  commission  for  the  exchange,  which  was 
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neyer  consnmmated,  because  no  extension  of  time  for  payment 
of  the  mortgages  was  obtained.  Held,  that  it  was  plaintifb' 
duty  to  procure  such  extension,  in  the  absence  of  which  he 
could  not  recover  commissions.  Henly,  Halfhill  A  Nichlin  y. 
Clagne,  120  P.  61,  17  Cal.  App.  611. 

Sec.  65.    Ohaagea  in  contracts. 

A  contract  for  the  sale  of  lands  was  executed  by  the  owner 
and  left  with  his  agent  for  the  sale  of  such  land  for  delivery 
to  the  purchaser,  the  agent  altered  the  instrument  by  substi- 
tuting the  name  of  another  person,  and  changed  both  the 
consideration  and  the  rate  of  interest,  and  delivered  it  to  such 
other  person.  Held,  that  the  contract  so  delivered  was  not 
the  contract  of  the  owner.  Ballou  v.  Bergenson,  9  N.  D.  285, 
83  N.  W.  10.    See  also  Sec.  293. 

The  right  of  plaintiff,  a  real  estate  agent,  to  recover  on  his 
contract  for  the  sale  of  the  defendant's  interest  in  lands  for 
a  certain  sum  is  not  affected  by  a  change,  without  defendant's 
knowledge,  in  the  agreement  relative  to  the  purchase  of  the 
other  interests.  Oood  v.  Smith,  4A  Ore.  578,  76  P.  354.  Where 
a  letter  to  a  real  estate  broker  authorized  the  sale  of  certain 
property  for  $30,000,  subject  to  change  at  any  time,  but  no 
change  was  made  or  suggested  until  after  a  sale  was  nego- 
tiated, a  subsequent  change  and  a  refusal  of  the  owner  to  com- 
plete the  sale  at  the  price  first  named  was  ineffective  to  bar 
the  broker's  right  to  commissions.  Warren  Com.  dk  Inv,  Go. 
V.  Hull  R.  E.  Co.,  120  Mo.  App.  432,  96  S.  W.  1038 ;  Millan  v. 
Porter,  31  Mo.  App.  563;  Howard  v.  Street,  93  A.  923,  125 
Md.  289;  Lamur  v.  King,  63  S.  279,  168  Ala.  286;  Meyer  v. 
Holland,  171  S.  W.  893,  116  Ark.  271;  Brotim  v.  Hallgreen, 
129  N.  E.  429,  —  Mass.  Sup.  — .  See  also  Sec.  464.  Simmins 
V.  Oneth  (Mo.  App.  '10),  124  S.  W.  534. 

Where,  after  a  broker  entered  into  a  written  contract  with 
a  prospective  purchaser,  the  owner  was  substituted  as  a  party 
in  the  place  of  the  broker,  the  legal  liability  imposed  was  the 
same  as  if  the  contract  had  been  originally  made  by  the 
owner  with  such  purchaser  through  the  broker's  procurance. 
Minder  £  Jorgenson  Land  Co.  v.  Brustuen,  140  N.  W.  251,  31 
S.  D,  21L 
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Where,  after  vendor  and  porcliaaer  had  entered  into  a 
famding  contract,  the  vendor  agreed,  at  the  broker's  8olici- 
tation,  to  an  alteration  of  the  contract  which  gave  the  pur- 
chaser a  mere  option,  which  was  never  exercised,  the  broker 
was  not  entitled  to  a  commission.  Waddle  v.  Smith,  108  N. 
B.  537,  58  Ind.  App.  687. 

A  contract  employing  a  broker  was  not  rendered  invalid 
by  his  insertion  of  a  provision  for  a  longer  term  of  employ- 
ment than  agreed  upon,  where  the  land-owner  failed  to  read 
the  written  contract,  bnt  no  misrepresentation  was  made  as 
to  the  contents  of  the  instrument,  and  the  broker  made  no 
statements  inducing  the  owner  to  sign  without  reading  the 
agreement  Mayfield  Land  Co.  v.  Vin,  225  S.  W.  366,  —  Ky. 
Ct.  App.  — • 

Sec  56.    Oounter    Proposition, 

A  broker  employed  to  procure  a  purchaser  procured  one 
who  offered  a  specific  sum,  which  the  owner  rejected;  the 
owner  made  a  eounter-proiKMsition  which  the  purchaser  re- 
jected; thereafter  the  purchaser  offered  to  accept  the  counter- 
proposition,  but  the  owner  then  refused  to  sell.  Held,  that 
the  broker  was  not  entitled  to  his  commissions,  for,  on  the 
owner  rejecting  the  purchaser's  offer  and  making  a  counter 
offer,  which  the  purchaser  refused,  the  matter  was  at  an  end, 
and  no  subsequent  acceptance  of  the  counter-offer  could  re- 
vive it.  Compare  Sees.  72,  173.  Bailey  v.  Moorhead,  122  Mo. 
App.  268,  99  S.  W.  39 ;  Talcoti  v.  Masiin,  20  Colo.  App.  488, 
79  Pac  973.  Where  an  alleged  purchaser  replied  to  the  offer 
made  with  a  counter-proposition  that  could  not  be  construed 
as  an  acceptance  of  any  of  the  terms  of  sale  made  by  the 
owner  the  real  estate  agents  employed  to  procure  a  purchaser 
were  not  entitled  to  any  commissions.  Winter^  v.  Partwoad 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.  '08),  109  S.  W.  388, 


CHAPTER  X. 

BECnon,  SECTION. 

67.    Deeds.  58.    Deeds^     tbeir     execution    by 

agents. 

Beo.  57.    Deeds. 

Testiinony  that  a  deed  was  tendered  to  the  principal  "in 
pursuance  of  an  agreement  between"  the  parties  is  sufficient, 
prima  fade,  to  sustain  a  finding  that  it  was  delivered  within 
thirty  days.     Beehe  v.  Roberts,  3  B.  D.  Smith  (N.  T.),  194. 

Mere  insolvency  of  the  purchaser  does  not  defeat  the  broker  'a 
right  to  a  commission,  where  the  sale  contemplates  being  se- 
cured by  a  bond  and  deed  of  trust,  which  the  purchaser  is 
prepared  to  deliver.  Ross  v.  Fickling,  11  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.) 
442.  A  petition  which  alleges  that  the  sale  failed  because 
of  an  unsatisfied  deed  of  trust  on  the  property  which  the  defend- 
ant had  failed  to  release  or  have  cancelled,  is  not  defective 
in  failing  to  allege  that  the  deed  was  a  lien  on  the  prop- 
erty, or  that  defendant  refused  to  consummate  the  sale.  Oer- 
hart  V.  Peck,  42  Mo.  App.  644. 

A  deed  executed  by  the  principal  to  the  purchaser  after 
the  commencement  of  the  suit,  is  inadmissible  to  show  the 
principal's  ratification  of  the  agent's  contract.  Oelott  v.  Ridge, 
117  Mo.  553,  23  S.  W.  882.  The  defendant  having  assented 
to  the  terms  of  the  written  agreement  to  exchange  the  agree- 
ment and  deed  of  conveyance  were  competent  evidence  of  the 
sale  and  the  consideration  thereof.  Hewitt  v.  Brown,  21  Minn. 
163;  FoUnsbee  v.  Sawyer,  157  N.  Y.  196,  51  N.  E.  994;  Levy 
V.  Crogan,  16  Daly,  137,  9  N.  Y.  S.  534;  Cannon  v.  Castleman, 
24  Ind.  App.  188,  55  N.  E.  111. 

The  defendant  was  the  owner  of  a  parcel  of  real  estate 
which  he  authorized  the  plaintiff  to  sell  for  a  certain  sum; 
nothing  was  said  relative  to  the  kind  of  deed  to  be  given; 
the  broker  found  a  purchaser  who  refused  to  complete  the 
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transaetioh  unless  tlie  defendant  wonld  give  him  a  warranty 
deed,  notwithetanding  the  defendant  had  a  good  title  to  the 
property;  the  defendant  would  not  give  a  warranty  deed,  but 
oflFered  to  give  a  quit-claim  deed,  in  the  usual  form,  with  spe- 
cial covenants,  and  so  the  sale  was  not  executed.  Held,  that 
the  broker  was  not  entitled  to  commissions.  Oarcelon  y.  Tib* 
hetts,  84  Me.  148,  24  A.  797. 

In  an  action  for  a  broker's  commissions  for  negotiating  a 
purchase  which  defendant  refused  to  consummate,  a  deed,  and 
a  receipt,  purporting  to  have  been  signed  and  acknowledged 
by  the  owner,  and  proof  of  a  tender,  were  admissible  with 
other  proof,  as  tending  to  show  that  defendant  could  have 
obtained  the  property  at  his  offer  had  he  desired  to  do  so, 
where  no  objection  was  raised  to  their  form  or  genuineness* 
Hanna  v.  Espella,  148  Ala.  313,  42  S.  443. 

A  loan  agent  acting  for  B  secured  the  latter's  note  and 
mortgage,  but  failed  to  effect  the  loan,  and,  while  still  hold- 
mg  the  note  and  mortgage,  which  had  been  placed  on  record, 
bought  the  land  under  a  sheriff's  deed.  Held,  that  good  faith 
required  the  agent  to  secure  the  release  of  the  mortgage  be- 
fore taking  the  deed,  and  that  having  failed  to  do  so,  the 
deed  would  be  set  aside.  SmeUzer  v.  Lombard,  57  Iowa,  294. 
It  requires  an  instrument  under  seal  to  ratify  the  unauthor- 
ized deed  of  an  agent.  Spoffard  v.  Hobbs,  29  Me.  148 ;  Drum^ 
right  v.  PhUpot,  16  Qa.  424;  Reese  v.  Medlock,  27  Tex.  120. 

Deed  of  a  guardian  executed  to  defraud  wards  set  aside  and 
mortgage  by  grantee  held  null  and  void.  Darmitzer  v.  German 
Sav.  dt  Loan  Co.,  23  Wash.  132,  62  P.  862.  Deed  improperly 
Beeured  by  agent  set  aside.  Clark  v.  Bird,  72  N.  Y.  S.  769, 
66  App.  Div.  284.  Where  a  brokerage  contract  provided  that 
the  broker's  authority  to  sell  defendant's  land  should  con- 
tinue until  withdrawn  in  writing,  and  defendant  sold  the  land 
and  gave  a  deed  to  the  purchaser,  the  deed  was  not  such  a 
withdrawal  of  authority  before  such  sale  as  would  put  an  end 
to  the  contract  by  which  defendant  agreed  to  pay  a  commis- 
sion if  she  sold  the  property  herself  during  the  life  of  the 
contract.  Kimmel  v.  Shelly,  130  Cal.  555,  62  P.  1067.  Where 
a  broker's  authorization  to  sell  land  was  in  force  when  the 
■ale  took  place  his  rights  were  not  affected  by  the  fact  that 
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the  deed  did  not  pass  until  later.    Hull  v.  McCoy,  1  GaL   App. 
159,  81  P.  1015. 

In  a  suit  against  a  real  estate  broker  and  lawyer,  hj  a  for- 
mer customer  or  client,  to  vacate  certain  deeds  procured  hj 
him  to  be  executed  hj  her  in  his  interest,  and  for  the  can- 
cellation of  an  alleged  compromise  agreement  confirming  such 
deeds,  it  was  held  that,  on  a  review  of  the  evidence  showing, 
among  other  things,  that  the  defendant  had  purchased  one 
interest  from  the  complainant  for  $1,075,  worth  $2,500,  and 
that  shortly  prior  thereto  he  had  collected  over  $800  for  her, 
for  which  he  failed  to  account,  that  whether,  in  view  of  the 
fiduciary  relations  of  the  defendant  to  the  complainant,  the 
burden  was  on  him  to  show  the  validity  of  the  transactions, 
the  testimony,  as  a  whole,  was  sufficient  to  justify  vacating 
the  deeds  and  cancelling  the  agreement.  Holtzman  v.  Linton, 
27  App.   (D.  C.)  241. 

"Where  an  agent  lawfully  authorized  to  contract  to  sell  real 
estate  has  attempted  to  convey  the  same  by  deed  under  a  de- 
fective power  of  attorney,  the  deed  will  be  treated  in  equity 
as  a  valid  contract  for  the  sale  thereof.  Hersey  v.  Lambert, 
50  Minn.  373,  52  N.  W.  963.    See  also  Sec.  592. 

An  authorization  to  an  agent  to  sell  real  estate  for  $8,000, 
$3,000  cash,  entitles  him  to  the  agreed  compensation  if  he  se- 
cures a  purchaser  bound  to  the  agreed  terms,  as  the  $3,000 
cash  means  only  the  payment  of  such  sum  on  delivery  of  a 
deed  by  the  principal.  Ooss  v.  Broom,  31  Minn.  484.  See 
also  Sees.  410,  410a.  An  agent  acting  under  parol  authority 
can  not  bind  his  principal  by  a  written  covenant  under  seal, 
signed  with  the  name  of  such  principaL  Such  an  instrument 
is  not,  in  any  sense,  the  deed  of  the  principal  unless  deliv- 
ered by  him.    Harshaw  v.  McKesson,  65  N.  C.  688. 

Broker  entitled  to  commission  although  the  deed  is  made  to 
the  purchaser  procured  by  the  broker  and  a  third  person.  Bound 
Y.  aimlcins,  161  S.  W.  572,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

Broker  negotiating  a  real  estate  exchange  transaction  was  not 
authorized  to  accept  deed  without  due  authorization  by  grantees. 
Rogers  v.  Wills,  179  P.  676,  —  Or.  Sup.  — . 

Where  a  plaintiff  in  ejectment  has  received  a  deed  wherein  her 
name  had  been  inserted  as  grantee  after  the  deed  had  left  the 
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grantor^s  hands,  and  no  apparent  authority  to  supply  or  fill  the 
deed  is  shown  to  have  been  in  the  broker,  plaintiff  was  bound  to 
know  the  nature  of  the  broker's  authority.  Hedding  y.  Scharsble, 
177  N.  W.  1019,  —  Minn.  Sup.  — . 

Sec.  58.   Deeds,  their  ezeeatioii  hj  agenti. 

One  who  has  authority  from  another  to  execute  a  deed  or 
other  instrument  under  seal,  shoidd  do  it  in  the  name  of  that 
other,  and  not  in  his  own  name,  even  as  agent.  Bobbins  v. 
Butler,  24  111.  428.  If  an  agent  sign  and  seal  a  deed  in  his 
own  name,  it  does  not  bind  the  principal,  though  in  the  body 
of  the  deed  it  is  stated  to  be  made  by  the  agent  in  behalf  of 
his  princixMd.  Bellas  y.  Hayes,  5  Serg.  &  B.  (Pa.)  427;  Fitch 
on  Real  Est  Ag.,  p.  97,  citing  Taumsend  v.  Hubbard,  4  HiU 
(N.  Y.),  351;  Townsend  v.  Coming,  23  Wend.   (N.  Y.)  435. 

A  deed  which  ran,  ''Know  all  men  by  these  presents  that 
I,  A.  B.,  as  agent  for  C.  D.,  do  hereby  grant,  sell  and  convey," 
etc.,  and  signed  ''A.  B.  for  C.  D."  was  held  to  be  the  deed 
of  "A.  B."  and  not  *'C.  D,''  Story  on  Ag.  Sec.  154.  Where 
an  agent  executed  a  deed  in  his  own  name,  although  he  cove- 
nanted ''for  and  on  behalf"  of  his  principal,  he  was  held 
personally  bound,  and  not  his  principal  AppMan  v.  Sinks, 
5  East  (Eng.),  148. 
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61.  Fixed  price. 
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67.  Ptesrments  in  installments. 
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chaser. 

09.  Indirect  acts  ineffectual  to  es- 
tablish contractual  relations. 
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lations. 
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Beo.  69.    Description  of  property 

In  a  contract  vdth  a  real  estate  broker  for  the  sale  of  cer- 
tain .  property,  the  description,  *'My  property,  48  Eldridge 
Court,"  is  sufficiently  definite  to  enable  the  broker  to  recover 
commissions,  the  contract  being  dated  at  Chicago^  where  there 
is  a  number  48  Eldridge  Court,  of  which  the  principal  is  a 
part  owner.  Weaver  v.  Snow,  60  111.  App.  624;  Powers  v. 
Bohnslav  (Neb.  Sup.  '09),  120  N.  W.  942;  Schultz  v.  Oriffin, 
8  N.  Y.  St.  Bep.  332 ;  rev.  121  N.  Y.  294,  24  N.  B.  480 ;  Dann- 
hauer  v.  Kaylor,  126  N.  E.  31,  —  Ind.  App.  — .  See  also  Sec. 
428a;  Tilden  v.  Bmiih  (S.  D.  Sup.  '10),  124  N.  W.  841.  In  a 
petition  for  a  commission  for  finding  a  purchaser  it  is  not  neces- 
sary to  particularly  describe  the  land.  Mullen  v.  Bower,  22  Ind. 
App.  294,  63  N.  E,  790;  McAllister  v.  Walker,  39  Minn.  636,  41 
K  W.  107. 

A  real  estate  broker  authorized  to  sell  a  tract  of  land  spoken 

of  by  the  owner  as  being  on  the  line  of  a  certain  canal,  has  no 

authority  to  sell  it  by  any  other  description  than  that  by  which 

it  was  purchased  by  the  owner,  and  the  broker's  commissions  are 
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not  earned  where  the  trade  falls  through  becanBe  the  contract 
made  by  the  broker  with  the  intending  purchaser  described  the 
tract  as  containing  a  stated  ntimber  of  acres  sonth  of  the  canal, 
whereas  it  was  described  in  the  conveyance  to  the  owner  as  being 
that  number  of  acres  sonth  of  the  center  of  the  canal.  Ward  y. 
Lawrence,  79  III.  296;  ScoU  t.  Oage,  16  S.  D.  285,  92  N.  W.  37. 
See  also  Sees.  181,  476. 

A  memorandtim,  *^  hereby  agree  to  pay for  trading 

my  615-acre  farm  at  H.'%  suflSciently  described  the  land  nnder 
Bnms's  Ann.  Stat  1914,  sec.  7463  (Acts  1901,  c.  67,  as  amended 
by  Acts  1913,  c.  219).  Herr  ▼.  McConnell,  179  N.  E.  496,  — 
Ind.  App.  — » 

A  written  agreement  to  give  a  broker  all  over  $90  per  acre  to 
sell  land,  ^$3,000  cash,  *  *  *  balance  at  5%  interest,"  without 
stating  when  and  how  the  balance  was  to  be  paid,  was  sufficient 
under  Comp.  Laws  1915,  sec.  11981,  subd.  6.  Cochran  v.  SU^ 
man,  167  K  W.  1015,  201  Mich.  630. 

Under  Bem.  Code  1915,  bcc.  5289,  contract  agreeing  to  pay 
broker  a  commission  for  furnishing  a  buyer  or  party  who  would 
exchange  for  ''my  stock  ranch  located  in  sees.  9,  17  and  21,'' 
etc.,  was  unenforceable  for  want  of  sufficient  land  description. 
Rogers  v.  Lippy,  169  P.  858,  99  Wash.  312,  L.  B.  A.  (N.  S.) 
1918  C,  583. 

Under  Bem.  Code  1915,  sec.  5289,  agreement  to  pay  commis- 
sion for  exchange  of  ''my  *  *  *  667  acres  hay  ranch,  located 
near  Cataldo,  Idaho,''  was  unforeeable  for  want  of  sufficient  land 
description.    Nance  v.  Valentine,  169  P.  862,  99  Wash.  323. 

Agreement  to  pay  commission,  provided  "the  exchange  is 
made,"  could  not  be  considered  as  an  unconditional  promise  to 
pay  for  services  rendered,  so  that  it  could  be  enforced,  regardless 
of  insufficiency  of  description  of  the  realty,  under  Bem.  Code 
1915,  sec  529.    Id. 

Much  greater  liberality  is  allowed  in  construing  and  correcting 
a  defective  description  in  a  broker's  contract  than  in  a  deed  to 
land,  and  such  contracts  will  not  be  declared  void  merely  be- 
cause of  a  defect,  uncertainty  or  ambiguity  in  describing  prop- 
erty to  be  sold  or  exchanged,  where  the  defect  can  be  cured  by 
allegation  and  proof  of  extrinsic  facts  and  circumstances.  Mac- 
inight  v.  Davitt,  174  P.  77,  —  Cal.  App.  — . 
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See.  80.    Dnmkennen  in  its  relation  to  competeocj  to  mako 
a  oontraot* 

Mere  excitement  from  the  use  of  intoxicating  liquors  is  not 
such  dronkenness  as  will  enable  a  party  to  avoid  his  con- 
tract; such  excitement  and  drunkenness  must  be  excessive  and 
absolute,  so  as  to  suspend  the  reason  and  create  impotence  of 
mind  at  the  time  of  entering  into  the  contract ;  absolute  drunk- 
enness does  not  mean  complete  insensibility,  and  the  use  of 
this  phrase  in  the  instruction  does  not  render  it  objectionable. 
Cavender  v.  Wctddingham,  5  Mo.  App.  457. 

860.  61.    Fixed  price. 

Where  the  principal  makes  a  sale  to  a  purchaser  found  by 
the  broker,  having  availed  himself  of  the  broker's  services,  he 
is  liable  for  the  commission,  although  the  sale  is  made  at  a 
lower  price  than  that  originally  proposed  by  him  to  the  broker. 
Crook  V.  Forst,  116  Ala.  395;  22  S.  540;  Williams  v.  Bishop, 
11  Colo.  App.  378,  53  P.  239;  Schegal  v.  Allerton,  65  Conn. 
260,  32  A.  363 ;  Baker  Y.  Murphy,  105  HI.  App.  151 ;  Loehde 
V.  Halsey,  88  HI.  App.  452;  McConaughiy  v.  Mehannah,  28 
m.  App.  169;  Plant  v.  Thompson,  42  Kan.  664,  22  P.  726; 
BaUs  V.  Shepherd,  37  Kan.  20,  14  P.  496;  Hubachek  v.  Haz- 
zard,  83  Minn.  437,  86  N.  W.  426;  McCormack  v.  Henderson, 
100  Mo.  App.  647,  75  S.  W.  171;  Stinde  v.  Bleach,  42  Mo. 
App.  578;  Wetzel  v.  Wagoner,  41  Mo.  App.  509;  Martin  v. 
SUlim^n,  53  N.  Y.  615;  Martin  v.  Fegan,  88  N.  Y.  S.  472,  95 
App.  Div.  154;  Levy  v.  Coogan,  16  Daly,  137,  9  N.  Y.  S.  534; 
ChUton  V.  Butler,  1  E.  D.  Smith  (N.  Y.),  150;  Hohbs  v.  Ed- 
gar,  51  N.  Y.  S.  1120,  23  Misc.  618 ;  Oold  v.  Serrill,  26  N.  Y. 
S.  5,  6  Misc.  124;  Steinfeld  v.  Strom,  63  N.  Y.  S.  966,  31 
Misc.  167;  Keys  v.  Johnson,  68  Pa.  St.  42;  Oliver  v. 
Katz,  131  Wis.  409,  111  N.  W.  509 ;  Byrd  v.  Frost  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.  '94),  29  S.  W.  46;  Barnes  v.  Oerman  Sav.,  etc.,  Soc, 
21  Wash.  448,  58  P.  569;  Holland  v.  Vinson,  124  Mo.  App. 
417,  101  S.  W.  1131.  Unless  the  right  to  a  commission  is 
made  conditional  upon  a  sale  being  effected  at  the  price  fixed 
in  the  broker's  authority.  Armes  v.  Cameron,  19  D.  C.  435; 
Buhl  V.  Noe,  51  111.  App.  622;  Schwartze  v.  Yearly,  31  Md. 
270;  Child  V.  Ptomey,  17  Mont.  502,  43  P.  714;  Briggs  v.  Rowe, 
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1  Abb.  Dec  (K  Y.),  189,  4  Eeyes,  424;  Si&infeld  y.  Storm,  63 
N.  Y.  S.  966,  31  Miac.  167;  Sargent  v.  Story  (Tex.  CSv.  App. 
'01),  61  S.  W.  977;  McArihur  v.  Slossan,  53  Wis.  41,  9  N. 
W.  781.    See  ako  See.  133. 

A  broker  who  has  the  exclusive  right  for  sixtj  days  to  sell 
at  a  fixed  price  certain  real  estate,  can  not  bind  his  prin- 
cipal by  a  contract  in  which  the  time  for  the  completion 
of  the  purchase  and  the  payment  of  the  price  is  extended  thirty 
days  after  the  expiration  of  the  sixty  days.  Smith  v.  Mo 
Cann,  205  Pa.  57,  54  A.  498.  See  Sec.  14  for  time  beyond 
the  limit  allowed  to  examine  the  title. 

Sec.  02.    Onardian  of  minor  or  insane  person. 

Where  in  employing  plaintiff  as  a  real  estate  broker  to  ef- 
fect a  sale  of  land,  defendant  acted  as  the  guardian  of  a  minor 
and  had  no  i>ersonal  or  private  interest  in  the  property,  all 
of  which  was  known  to  the  plaintiff,  and  that  he  never  made 
any  contract  to  pay  individually  for  making  the  sale,  defend- 
ant can  not  be  charged  individally  for  a  commission.  Httdson 
V.  Scott,  125  Ala.  172,  28  S.  91;  Oroeltz  v.  Armstrong,  125 
Iowa,  39,  99  N.  W.  128. 

A  guardian  by  fraudulent  proceedings  in  court  obtained 
an  order  and  sold  property  inherited  by  his  ward,  and  his 
vendee,  who  participated  in  the  fraud,  afterwards  mortgaged 
the  property  to  secure  a  large  loan;  the  mortgage  was  made 
through  a  broker,  and  the  mortgagee  testified  that  the  broker 
was  defendant's  agent  for  the  service  of  process  and  for  no 
other  purpose,  and  that  defendant  dealt  with  him  as  with 
other  brokers;  the  broker  passed  on  the  value  of  the  securi- 
ties, fixed  the  terms  of  the  loans,  subject  to  the  mortgagee's 
approval,  looked  after  the  title,  employed  attorneys  to  exam- 
ine the  same,  received  the  money  and  paid  it  to  the  mort- 
gagors, and  in  letters  to  the  mortgagee  spoke  of  the  loans 
as  made  ''by  us;"  in  negotiating  the  loan  in  question  he  was 
associated  with  a  third  person,  and  attorneys  were  employed 
by  them  who  knew  of  such  fraudulent  probate  proceedings, 
and  that  the  proceedings  were  made  for  the  purpose  of  show- 
ing a  clear  title  to  the  mortgaged  property.  Held,  sufficient 
to  show  that  the  broker  was  the  agent  of  the  mortgagee  as 
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to  make  notiee  of  the  fraud  to  him  gnfficient  notiee  to  the 
mortgagee  to  prevent  the  defense  of  good  faith  by  it  to  an 
action  by  the  ward  to  aet  aside  soch  sale  and  .mortgage  aa 
frandulent.  DormipMr  ▼•  Oennan  8aiv.  A  Loan  8oc.,  23  Wash. 
132,  62  P.  862. 

Where  the  Fairmoimt  Park  Commission  of  Philadelphia  agreed 
with  a  broker  to  purchase  land  of  his  principal^  the  fact  that  the 
Commission  had  the  board  of  viewers  approve  the  negotiations 
in  describing  the  acreage  and  the  amount  of  damages^  and  had 
this  report  confirmed  by  the  Court,  does  not  affect  the  owner's 
liability  to  pay  a  commission,  and  especially  is  this  the  case 
where  the  owner,  the  guardian  of  an  insane  person,  secured  the 
approyal  of  the  court  to  the  price  to  be  received,  subject  to  a 
designated  broker's  commission,  and  actually  received  the  pur- 
chase money.  Wamock  v.  Phila.  Trust  Co.,  69  Pa.  Super.  Ct 
589. 

Sao.  62a.    Broker  not  entitled  to  oommisiion  on  sale  nmdei 
after  aiipoinfemenft  of  a  Beoeiver. 

A  broker  can  not  recover  on  contract  with  owners  of  property, 
whereby  he  was  to  produce  a  buyer  at  stipulated  price,  where  he 
knew  that  a  Beceiver  had  been  appointed  to  sell  the  land  at  the 
time  the  broker's  contract  had  been  entered  into,  such  appoint- 
ment having  terminated  the  owners'  right  to  stipulate  terms  of 
sale.    Sleigh  v.  Stanly,  204  S.  W.  700,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

See.  68.    Undivided  intersat. 

Where  a  power  of  attorney  authorized  an  agent  *'to  grant, 
bargain  and  sell  certain  lands,  or  any  part  or  parcel  there- 
of, for  such  sum  or  price,  on  such  terms  as  to  him  shall  seem 
meet,  and  for  me  and  in  my  name  to  make,  etc.,  deeds  for 
the  same,  either  with  or  without  covenants  of  warranty;"  it 
was  held  that  the  agent  had  authority  to  sell  on  reasonable 
credit,  had  authority  to  receive  payment,  and  a  pa3rment  to 
him  was  a  good  payment  to  the  principal;  if  circumstances 
rendered  it  favorable  for  the  interest  of  his  principal  he  might 
include  other  valuable  considerations  besides  money  jn  the 
consideration,  and  might  sell  an  undivided  interest  in  the 
property.     Carson  v.  Smith,  5  Minn.  78. 
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8m.  64.    Xnterei t  of  tenant  in  common* 

Defendant  was  tenant  in  common  of  certain  premises  of 
which  he  wished  to  dispose,  and  employed  plaintiff  to  sell  his 
interest  for  him;  plaintiff  attempted  to  negotiate  a  sale  to  de- 
.fendant's  co-tenant,  but  was  unable  to  get  any  definite  price 
or  terms  from  defendant;  finally,  at  plaintiff's  suggestion,  the 
co-tenant  himself  saw  defendant,  and  a  settlement  was  reached 
by  which  defendant  conveyed  the  larger  part  of  the  premises 
to  the  co-tenant,  but  retained  a  small  tract  for  himself  for 
his  own  benefit  and  according  to  his  own  desires.  Held,  that 
the  deal  as  consummated  amounted  to  a  sale  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  contract  with  plaintiff  for  commissions.  Burden 
▼.  BriquUei,  125  Wis.  341,  104  N.  W.  83;  Anderson  ▼.  Lewis, 
64  W.  Va.  297,  61  S.  B.  160. 

Sec  65.    Oontraot  conditional  on  leoiiring  other  interests. 

Where  the  real  estate  agents  and  the  parties  to  the  pro- 
posed exchange  of  properties  understood  that  the  agreement 
for  the  exchange,  and  any  right  to  commissions,  were  depend- 
ent upon  the  defendants'  acquiring  outstanding  interests  in 
the  property  they  proposed  to  exchange,  and  that  their  ac- 
oeptance  of  the  terms  of  the  exchange  offered  by  the  other 
parties  was,  in  fact,  conditional  on  their  acquiring  such  in- 
terests, commissions  can  not  be  recovered  of  defendants,  their 
failure  to  acquire  such  interests  not  having  been  by  their  pro- 
curement or  connivance.  Sieger  v.  Merrill,  125  Mo.  App.  541, 
102  S.  W.  1072.     See  also  Sees.  45,  108. 

Sec.  66.    Ooneolidation  of  interests  not  a  sale. 

Where,  to  acquire  means  of  irrigation  for  lands  so  as  to 
make  them  salable,  they  were  transferred  to  a  land  irrigation 
company,  the  owner  taking  stock  and  bonds  therefor,  the  trans- 
action was  a  consolidation  of  interests,  and  not  a  sale  of  the 
land  within  the  contract  entitling  plaintiff  to  commissions  for 
services  in  effecting  a  sale  of  the  lands.  Close  v.  Browne,  230 
HL  228,  82  N.  E.  629. 
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86C.  67.    FnjmnA  in  iostallmenti. 

.Where  a  vendor  agreed  to  pay  his  agent's  commissions  for 
selling  the  land  out  of  the  purchase  money  as  it  was  paid  in 
proportionate  amounts,  and  on  foreclosure  of  the  purchase 
money  mortgage,  the  vendor  bids  in  the  proper^  for  the  full 
balance  then  unpaid  and  costs,  the  whole  commission  becomes 
due  on  the  confirmation  of  such  foreclosure  sale.  Crane  v. 
Eddy,  191  lU.  645,  61  N.  E.  431,  85  Am.  St.  Bep.  384. 

In  an  action  for  a  broker's  commissions,  evidence  that  de- 
fendant applied  to  witness  to  know  what  to  do  concerning 
the  proposed  purchaser's  proposition  to  pay  for  the  land  in 
monthly  installments,  the  witness's  advice  given  in  response, 
was  inadmissible.    Leuschner  v.  Patrick  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '07), 

108  S.  W.  664. 

A  contract  to  perform  a  given  duty  for  a  given  sum  would 
be  entire,  but  a  contract  to  perform  the  same  duty  for  a  given 
sum,  to  be  paid  in  installments  as  the  performance  progressed, 
would  be  severable,  so  far  as  the  right  to  recover  tiie  several 
inistallments  is  concerned.    Mechem  on  Agency,  Sec.  634. 

An  agent  to  sell  land  may  agree  that  the  payment  of  his  com- 
mission shall  be  dependent  on  the  purchaser's  paying  either  a 
specified  part  or  all  of  the  price.  Martineau  v.  Hanatm,  155  P. 
432,  47  Utah,  549. 

Bee.  68.    Introduetion  of  prospective  purdiaser. 

A  broker  is  not  entitled  to  compensation  for  merely  intro- 
ducing the  vendee,  unless  his  character  as  such  agent  was  dis- 
closed to  the  principal  at  the  time  of  contract.  Keener  v. 
Harrod,  2  Md.  63;  Bassford  v.  West,  124  Mo.  App.  248,  101 
S.  W.  610.  See  also  Sees.  450,  532.  Where  a  real  estate 
broker  was  not  acquainted  with  the  purchaser,  and  did  not 
introduce  him  to  the  seller,  the  effectiveness  of  the  broker's 
instrumentality  in  bringing  about  the  sale  must  be  affirmar 
tively  proved  to  entitle  him  to  commissions.  Halterman  v. 
Leining,  90  N.  Y.  S.  1093,  45  Misc.  397. 

While  an  agent  employed  to  sell  land  must  find  a  purchaser 
ready,  able  and  willing  to  buy  on  the  terms  proposed  before 
he  has  earned  his  commissions,  that  rule  does  not  apply  to 
one  who  is  only  hired  to  render  the  preliminary  service  of 
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introdaeing  the  seller  to  persons  who  shall  afterwards  hnj. 
Mofier  Y.  McCann,  136  111.  App.  501,  afBrmed  232  111.  607,  83 
N.  K  1042;  WaXk^r  t.  BUny,  130  K  Y.  Sup.  801,  146  App. 
Di?.  332. 

To  entitle  a  broker  to  recover  commissionB  on  a  sale  of  land 
direct  by  the  owner  to  a  porchaeer  originally  introduced  to  the 
owner  by  the  broker,  the  latter  must  show  not  only  that  he  intro- 
duced the  buyer,  but  afSnnatively  that  the  buyer  was  induced  to 
apply  direct  to  the  owner  by  the  means  employed  by  the  broker. 
Englidi  v.  Fm.  Oearg9  Realty  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '09),  117  S. 
W.  996.    See  Sec.  450. 

That  the  party  presented  by  plaintiff,  a  broker,  entered  into  a 
lease  with  defendant,  will  not  support  a  recovery  of  a  commission 
unless  plaintiff  was  employed  to  procure  a  tenant.  Floors  v.  J.  jf. 
Burgher  A  Co.,  142  S.  W.  939,  judg.  aff.  174  S.  W.  819,  —  Tex. 
Sup.  — . 

A  broker^s  mere  introduction  of  one  who  thereafter  purchases 
from  the  owner  does  not  entitle  him  to  a  commission  where  the 
purchaser  was  fully  advised  as  to  the  property  and  already  de- 
termined to  purchase  it.  PUU  v.  Pitts,  164  P.  105,  —  Okl. 
Sup.  — . 

Broker  having  the  same  surname  as  the  owner,  and  who,  by 
mistake  of  intending  purchaser,  was  brought  in  contact  with 
purchaser,  and  who  did  nothing  but  direct  the  purchaser  to  the 
true  owner,  who  thereafter  negotiated  a  sale  of  the  property,  was 
not  entitled  to  a  commission.    Id. 

If  a  realty  broker  introduces  another  broker  to  an  owner  as 
a  purchaser,  and  no  sale  was  made  to  the  other  broker,  the  in- 
troducing broker  is  not  entitled  to  a  commission  on  a  sale  sub- 
Betjuently  made  by  the  other  broker  under  contract  entered  into, 
in  good  faith,  by  the  owner,  with  him  as  a  broker,  the  owner  not 
having  bound  himself  to  the  first  broker  not  to  sell  the  land  him- 
self nor  to  refrain  from  selling  through  another  broker.  Brannen 
V.  PooU,  218  S.  W.  186,  —  Ark.  Sup.  — . 
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Sec.  69.    Indirect  acts  of  broker  ineffectual  to  eetabliih  oon- 
tractnal  relations. 

The  owner  of  a  house  having  received  from  his  son  a  tele- 
gram asking  his  lowest  price  for  the  house,  which  was  sent  at 
the  instigation  of  a  real  estate  broker,  answered  stating  the 
price  he  would  take,  no  sale  was  made  to  the  person  whom  the 
broker  had  in  view  as  a  purchaser,  on  account  of  certain  in- 
cumbrances on  the  property;  eight  months  afterward  the  same 
person,  through  another  broker,  purchased  the  house,  the  in- 
cumbrances having  been  removed.  Held,  that  the  former 
broker  was  not  entitled  to  a  commission  for  effecting  the  sale. 
Chandler  v.  Sutton,  5  Daly  (N.  Y.),  112.  See  also  Sec.  448. 
Compare  Sec.  446. 

An  agent,  to  procure  a  purchaser  of  property,  can  not  re- 
cover commissions  for  effecting  a  sale,  on  proof  that  the  pur- 
chaser, without  solicitation  by  the  agent,  became  aware  that 
the  property  was  for  sale  by  overhearing  negotiations  between 
the  agent  and  another.  Monson  v.  Carhtram  (Iowa  Sup.  '09), 
119  N.  W.  606. 

Where  brokers  took  the  purchaser  to  inspect  other  farms,  and 
incidentally  passed  defendant's  farm,  but  disparaged  the  pur- 
chaser from  buying  the  same,  they  were  not  the  procuring  cause 
of  the  sale  so  as  to  be  entitled  to  a  commission,  where  the  pur- 
chaser subsequently  returned  and  bought  the  farm  directly  from 
defendant.    Wheelan  v.  Hunt,  133  P.  62,  37  Okl.  523. 

Where  defendant  had  listed  his  farm  with  plaintiff,  a  broker, 
for  sale,  but  had  subsequently  withdrawn  it,  and  the  broker 
thereafter  met  defendant  while  showing  another  farm  to  a  cus- 
tomer, introduced  the  customer  to  the  defendant,  stating  that  if 
the  farm  he  was  about  to  show  him  did  not  suit  him  he  would 
show  him  defendant's  farm,  the  broker  having  asked  defendant 
if  his  farm  was  still  for  sale,  defendant  replying  in  the  aflSrmative, 
and  telling  plaintiff  to  'T)ring  him  on,"  such  facts  were  not  suffi- 
cient to  sustain  a  finding  that  he  was  re-employed,  defendant 
having  sold  his  farm  to  such  customer  following  the  conversation. 
Browning  v.  Dowell,  218  S.  W.  45,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 
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See.   e9a.     Indirect  sale  which  aathoriMi  cemmitiieiii  to 
taroker* 

A  broker  '* indirectly"  interested  the  purchaser  in  the  prop- 
erty, and  BO  was  entitled  to  the  commissions  proyided  for, 
though  the  sale  was  made  by  the  owner,  unless  to  one  not  in- 
terested in  the  property  through  the  broker  ''in  any  way, 
directly  or  indirectly,"  where  the  broker  brought  the  prop- 
erty to  the  attention  of  and  showed  it  to  G,  and  G  then  gave 
the  information  so  acquired  to  P,  and  P  acted  thereon,  in- 
spected the  property  and  reported  his  information  to  C,  who, 
acting  on  such  information,  went  to  the  property  and  exam- 
ined it,  and  thereupon  bought  it  directly  of  the  owner.  Sho- 
ber  Y.  Dean  (Mont  Sup.  '09),  102  P.  323. 

See.  70.    Information,  acted  upon  by  broker,  not  establishing 
contractual  relations. 

IVliere  the  owners  of  real  estate  expressly  refused  to  em- 
ploy the  plaintiff,  a  broker,  in  selling  their  property,  it  was 
held  that  the  mere  fact  that  the  plaintiffs,  after  ascertaining 
the  price  charged  for  the  property,  sent  a  purchaser  to  whom 
a  sale  was  effected,  did  not  entitle  the  broker  to  recover  com- 
missions. Pierce  v.  Thomas,  4  E.  D.  Smith  (N.  T.),  354.  See 
also  Sec.  178. 

Sec.  71.    Insurance  company,  broker  obtaining  loans  from  not 
agent  of. 

The  fact  that  a  loan  agent  who  is  in  the  habit  of  sending 
applications  to,  and  obtaining  loans  from,  an  insurance  com- 
pany as  well  as  other  parties,  is  the  agent  of  sucn  company 
for  the  purpose  of  procuring  insurance,  does  not  constitute 
him  their  agent  in  respect  to  loans  obtained  by  him  from  them. 
Mass.  Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Boggs,  121  HI.  119.  13  N.  E.  550. 
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Sec  72.    Written  proposition  from  proposer  aa4  acceptance  bj 
agent  makes  binding  contract. 

A  written  proposition  to  employ  one  as  agent  to  sell  land 
signed  by  the  proposer  and  accepted  by  the  agent,  though 
not  signed  by  him,  makes  a  binding  contract  of  agency  en- 
forceable against  both.  Rowan  v.  Hull,  55  W.  Ya.  335,  47 
S.  E.  92.    Compare  Sec.  56. 


8ec.  73.    On  f ailnre  of  vendor  to  re-execnte  contract  after  pur- 
chaser materially  altered  the  same,  there  was  no  meeting 
of  minds. 
Where  a  broker,  in  an  action  for  services  in  procuring  de- 
fendant a  purchaser  for  land,  claimed  that  both  parties  had 
and  delivered  duplicate  contraets  for  sale,  and  defend- 
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ant  claimed  that  after  he  signed  the  papers  the  purchaser 
took  them  and  signed  only  after  making  material  alterations 
therein,  and  that  he  thereupon  refused  to  re-execute  the  con- 
tract as  altered,  and  that  they  were  never  delivered,  it  was  error 
to  refuse  an  instruction  that  if,  after  defendant  executed  the 
contracts,  they  were  altered  before  the  purchaser  executed 
them,  and  were  never  subsequently  re-executed,  there  was  no 
meeting  of  minds.  Bruce  v.  Hurlbut,  66  N.  Y.  S.  1127,  54 
App.  Div.  616.    See  also  Sec.  33. 


Sec.  74.    Signature  of  principal  by  agent,  in  his  presence,  is 
that  of  principaL 

"Where  a  principal's  name  is  signed  by  the  agent  at  the 
request  of  the  principal,  and  in  his  presence,  the  signature 
is  deemed  that  of  the  principal  himself,  since  the  agent  does 
not  act  in  that  capacity,  but  merely  as  the  hand  or  amanuensis 
of  the  principal,  and  in  such  case  the  agent  signs  the  prin- 
cipal's name  only  as  if  the  principal  had  himself  signed  it. 
Gardner  v.  Gardner,  5  Cush.  (Mass.)  483;  R,  I.  dk  St.  L.  B. 
Co.  V.  Shunick,  65  111.  223;  Meyer  v.  King,  29  La.  Ann.  567, 
569.    Compare  Sec.  18. 

Sec.  75.    Signature  of  principal  by  agent  should  be  followed 
by  his  as  agent. 

Only  the  name  of  the  principal  should  be  used  in  the  body 
of  the  instrument,  as  one  of  the  contracting  parties,  the  agent 
should  then  sign  the  principal's  name  to  it,  and  then  his  own 
as  agent.  Hears  v.  Morrison,  1  Breese  (lU.),  172;  Bingham 
T.  Stewart,  13  Minn.  106;  Smith  v.  Morse,  9  Wall.  (U.  S.)  76. 

Sec.  76.    Signature  of  B,  as  attorn^  for  parties  of  first  part, 
failed  to  bind  the  principal. 

Where  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  lands  stated  in  the  body 
of  it  that  it  was  made  by  the  parties  of  the  first  part,  with- 
out naming  them,  by  B,  their  attorney,  the  concluding  clause 
was,  ''In  witness  whereof  said  B,  as  attorney  for  the  parties 
of  the  first  part,  and  said  parties  of  the  second  part,  have 
hereunto  set  their  hands  and  seals,"  and  B.  signed  his  own 
name  only,  with  a  single  seal,  it  was  held  that  the  parties  of 
the  first  part  were  not  bound,  and  that  the  instrument  should 
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have  been  executed  in  fhe  name  of  the  principals^  and  por- 
•port  to  be  sealed  with  their  seals  instead  of  the  seal  of  the 
attorney.  Townsend  v.  Hubbard,  4  Hill  (N.  T.),  351;  Tatat^ 
send  V.  Coming,  23  Wend.  (N.  T.)  435. 

See.  76a.    Agent  contracting  as  prindpal  personally  liable  ai 
moll* 

Where  an  agent  contracts  as  principal^  and  does  not  dis- 
close his  agency,  he  is  personally  liable  as  principal.  Loehde 
v.  Halsey,  83  111.  App.  452.    See  also  Sees.  43,  383. 

Sec.  76b.    Broker  entitled  to  commission  from  fellow  broker 
on  sales  of  land  for  fhe  latter. 

Defendant,  a  real  estate  agent,  contracted  with  plaintifF,  also 
a  real  estate  agent,  to  pay  plaintiff  $1.25  per  acre,  or  one-half 
of  all  commissions  made  by  defendant,  on  all  lands  sold  to  pur- 
chasers brought  to  defendant's  office  by  plaintiff,  such  commis- 
sions to  be  paid  to  plaintiff  as  soon  as  the  defendant  should  re- 
ceive his  commissions  from  said  sales,  and  that  plaintiff  would 
bring  all  his  land  buyers  to  defendant.  Held,  that  under  the 
contract  plaintiff's  right  to  compensation  was  not  limited  to  sales 
made  in  which  commissions  were  actually  paid  in  money  and  re- 
ceived by  defendant,  but  if  a  sale  were  made  by  defendant  so 
that  commissions  could  not  be  collected  on  the  sale,  plaintiff 
would  be  entitled  to  compensation  at  the  rate  of  $1.25  per  acre  on 
the  land  sold,  and  was  entitled  to  such  compensation  under  the 
contract  where  defendant  himself  purchased  land  of  a  third  per- 
son, and  subsequently  entered  into  a  binding  contract  for  sale 
thereof  with  a  purchaser  furnished  by  plaintiff.  Park  v.  McCuU 
ley,  131  K  W.  509,  27  S.  D.  493. 

Sec.  77.    Signature  placed  at  bottom  or  top  a  sufficient  complin 
ance  with  statute. 

The  requirement  of  a  statute  that  a  contract  for  the  sale 
of  lands  between  a  broker  and  the  owner  be  subscribed  by 
both  parties  is  met  when  the  signature  of  the  parties  is  placed 
thereon  to  authenticate  and  give  effect  to  the  contract,  whether 
placed  at  the  bottom,  the  top,  or  in  the  body  of  the  instru- 
ment.   Myers  v.  Moore,  78  Neb.  448,  110  N.  W.  989. 
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See.  78.    Signature,  the  word  ''rataerfbad''  U  eqtdveleiit  to 
"rigned." 

The  word  ''subflcribed,"  as  used  in  a  statute  requiring  a 
eontract  for  the  sale  of  lands,  between  a  broker  and  the  owner, 
to  be  in  writing,  Bubscribed  by  both  parties,  is  synonymona 
the  word  ''signed.'*    Id. 


See.  79.  In  some  States  a  eontraet  to  dhride  eoaimisiiona  with 
a  sab-agent  nmst  be  in  writing. 
Bums'  Anno.  Stat.  1901,  Sec.  6629a,  declares  that  no  con- 
tract for  the  payment  of  any  sum  as  commissions  for  finding 
a  purchaser  for  the  real  estate  of  another,  shall  be  valid  un- 
less the  same  shall  be  in  writing,  signed  by  the  owners  of 
the  real  estate  or  his  legally  appointed  and  duly  qualified 
representative.  Held,  that  such  section  did  not  invalidate  a 
written  contract  between  real  estate  brokers  by  which  one  of 
them  agreed  to  pay  the  other  one  dollar  per  acre  for  finding 
a  purchaser  for  land  which  the  first  broker  had  for  sale.  Prov- 
ident T.  Co.  V.  Darraugh,  168  Ind.  29,  78  N.  B.  1030.  And 
that  letters  qualifying  the  original  authority  to  pay  plaintifE 
$1  per  acre  for  fioiding  a  purchaser  did  not  constitute  a  re- 
voeation  of  the  authority.     Id. 

See.  79a.  Unless  barred  by  statute,  broker  may  be  authoriMd 
by  parol  to  make  a  valid  contxuct  to  sell  or  lease  real  proi>- 
erty. 

Ehccept  in  those  States  where  the  statutes  expressly  require 

the  authority  to  be  in  writing,  an  agent  may  be  authorized 

by  parol  to  make  a  valid  contract  for  the  sale  or  the  leasing 

of  his  principal's  lands.    Mechem  on  Ag.  Sec.  89. 

See.  79b.    In  certain  States  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  lands 
must  be  in  writing. 

Alabama,  Arkansas,  California,  Colorado,  Illinois,  Michigan, 

Missouri,  Nebraska,  New  Hampshire,  New  Jersey,  Ohio  and 

Pennsylvania.    Mechem  on  Agency  Sec.  89. 
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Sec.  79c.    Ocntract  may  be  put  in  writiiig  after  perf onnaaoe. 

Despite  Civil  Code,  Sec.  1624,  a  memorandum  proyiding  for 
the  compensation  of  a  broker,  executed  after  the  services  had 
been  rendered,  is  enforceable  in  view  of  Sees.  1605,  1606.  Car- 
rington  v.  Smither,  147  P.  225,  26  Caf.  App.  460;  Miller  v.  Farr, 
98  K  E.  805,  178  Ind.  36;  Doney  v.  Laughlin,  94  N.  E.  1027, 
50  Ind.  App.  38 ;  Waddle  v.  Smith,  108  N.  E.  587,  68  Ind.  App. 
587. 

Sec.  79d.   Action  ez  ddicto  maintainable  on  parol  contract. 

Where  an  owner  of  real  property  sued  defendant  for  fraud  in 
preventing  an  exchange  as  her  broker,  it  was  not  material 
whether  defendant's  contract  was  in  writing,  under  Bums's  Ann. 
St.  1908,  Sec.  7463.  Bragg  v.  Egan,  98  N.  E.  835,  51  Ind.  App. 
513;  Maul  v.  CoU,  144  N.  W.  247,  94  Neb.  714;  SUvHirt  v.  Free- 
ton,  137  P.  993,  77  Wash.  559. 

Sec.  80.    Broker  on  procuring  customer  sending  telegram  to 
owner,  Telegraph  (Company  not  agent  as  to  notice. 

The  understanding  that  a  real  estate  broker,  on  procuring 
a  purchaser  of  land,  should  wire  the  owner,  does  not  consti- 
tute the  telegraph  company  the  owner's  agent,  so  that  a  no- 
tice to  the  company  that  a  purchaser  has  been  procured  is 
not  notice  to  the  ovmer  until  the  telegram  is  actually  received 
by  him.  Johnson  v.  Wright,  124  Iowa,  61,  99  N.  W.  103.  See 
also  Sec.  15. 

Sec.  81.    Telegram  must  reach  owner  before  lie  signs  contract 
with  another  or  it  is  too  late. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  earned  on  a  sale  of  land  it 
appeared  that  plaintiff  procured  a  purchaser  who  entered  into 
a  contract  to  buy,  plaintiff  notified  the  owner  thereof  by  tele- 
gram the  following  day,  the  owner  had  listed  his  land  with 
another  broker,  who  secured  from  a  third  person  a  written 
contract  to  buy  a  part  of  the  land.  Held,  that  unless  the 
ovnrer  received  the  telegram  before  signing  the  contract  of 
sale  vrith  the  third  person,  plaintiff  could  not  recover  com- 
missions. Johnson  Bros.  v.  Wright,  124  Iowa,  61,  99  N.  W. 
103;  WeiselcOerhart  B.  E.  Co.  v.  Wainright,  127  Ma  App. 
614,  105  S.  ^.  1096. 
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CHAPTER  L 

OPTIONS. 

Sec  82.    Kzehuhre  contract  to  sell  and  take  all  over  net  priee^ 
an  agency  and  not  an  option. 

A  contract  providing  that  C  should  have  the  exclusive  sale 
of  K's  land  for  sixty  days  at  a  sum  named,  commissions  to 
be  obtained  above  that  sum,  makes  G  the  agent  of  K,  and  does 
not  give  him  an  option  to  purchase  the  land  at  the  price  named. 
Chesum  v.  Kreigbaum,  4  Wash.  680,  30  P.  1098 ;  Tate  v.  Ait- 
ken,  5  Cal.  App.  505,  90  P.  836 ;  Taung  v.  Ruhwedel,  119  Mo. 
App.  231,  96  S.  W.  228;  Arnold  v.  Nat.  Bk.  Waupaca,  126 
Wis.  362,  105  N.  W.  828,  3  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  580.  Compare 
Sec  88.    See  also  Sec  1083. 

Sec  88a.    Oonstraed  a  oontraet  of  sale  and  not  an  option. 

A  contract  executed  by  the  owner  of  land  with  one  sent  to 
him  by  a  broker,  keld,  a  contract  of  sale  with,  at  most,  a  provision 
for  forfeiture,  and  not  an  option,  as  was  intimated  at  his  death, 
broker  was  entitled  to  a  commission,  the  customer  making  a  sub* 
stantial  payment  down  on  the  purchase  price  at  once,  if  given 
possession,  paying  interest  on  the  full  agreed  price  from  date, 
securing  further  payments  by  chattel  mortgage  on  his  own  prop- 
erty, paying  taxes  and  insurance,  and  there  being  no  considera* 
tion  for  the  alleged  option  except  the  agreed  price  of  the  land. 
Oonibert  v.  Frost,  177  N.  W.  71,  —  Iowa  Sup.  — . 

Sec  83.    Broker  employed  to  secure  an  option  entitled  to 
reasonable  compensation. 

A  broker  employed,  not  to  purchase  property  but  simply  to 
procure  an  option,  and  whose  employer  does  not  avail  himself 
of  the  services  to  make  a  purchase,  is  entitled  only  to  reasonable 
compensation,  and  not  to  the  same  compensation  to  which  he 
would  have  been  entitled  had  he  been  employed  to  purchase  the 
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property.  Boardman  v.  Hanks,  185  Mass.  555,  70  N.  E.  1012; 
WoHhington  v.  McOerry,  42  S.  988,  149  Ala.  251;  Bailey  v. 
Padgett,  70  S.  637,  195  Ala.  203;  Witt  v.  Baker,  79  S.  E.  243, 
13  Ga.  App.  396. 

Sec  83a.    Option  contnet  not  within  statute  of  firands. 

One  negotiating  to  locate  and  obtain  an  option  for  the  pur* 
chase  of  land  for  a  lumber  yard  may  recover,  though  the  contract 
is  not  in  writing,  as  is  required  by  Bums's  Ann.  Stat.  1908,  Sec. 
7463,  in  case  of  contracts  for  the  sale  of  lands  on  commission. 
Piersan  v.  Donham,  104  N.  E.  606,  55  Ind.  App.  636. 

Sec.  84.    Option,  subject  to  revocation,  makes  principal  liable 
to  broker  on  finding  a  purchaser. 

Though  the  owner  was  at  liberty  under  the  agreement  to  sell 
the  property  himself,  the  mere  fact  that  he  had  given  a  pros- 
pective purchaser  an  option  on  the  property,  subject  to  revoca- 
tion by  either  party  at  any  time,  did  not  relieve  the  principal  of 
liability  for  a  commission  if  the  broker  during  the  time  given 
him  found  a  customer  able,  ready  and  willing  to  buy  on  the 
owner's  terms.    York  v.  Nash,  42  Oregon,  321,  71  P.  59. 

Sec.  84a.    Contract  of  agency  to  sell  land  may  give  broker 
also  an  option  to  purchase. 

A  contract  creating  an  agency  to  sell  real  estate  may  also  give 
the  agent  an  option  to  purchase.  Shepard  ▼•  Pabst,  135  N.  W. 
158,  149  Wis.  86. 

Sec.  86.    Brdcer  employed  to  effect  a  sale,  who  secures  a  mere 
option,  is  not  entitled  to  commissions. 

A  broker  employed  to  find  an  absolute  purchaser  at  a  spec- 
ified price,  on  terms  agreeable  to  the  seller,  has  not  earned 
a  commission  by  procuring  a  person  who  is  willing  to  execute 
a  contract  by  which  it  is  optional  with  him  to  make  the  pay- 
ments specified  therein,  and  on  his  failure  to  do  so  the  con- 
tract to  become  void  and  he  merely  to  forfeit  the  amount, 
if  any  paid.    Tousey  v.  Etzd,  9  Utah,  329,  34  P.  291 ;  HUden- 
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brand  v.  Lillis,  10  Cal.  App.  522,  51  P.  1008;  Brown  v.  Kegan, 
32  Colo.  463,  76  P.  1056;  Fox  v.  Denargo  Ld.  Co.,  37  Colo. 
203,  86  P.  344;  Block  v.  Byan,  4  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  283;  Law- 
rence  v.  Bhodes,  188  IlL  96,  58  N.  E.  910 ;  Aigler  v.  Carpenter 
Ph  Ld.  Co.,  51  Kan.  718,  33  P.  593;  Kimherly  v.  Henderson, 
29  Md.  512;  Brown  v.  Wasner  (Wash.  Sup.  '09),  99  P.  581; 
Herman  v.  Fisher,  82  Mich.  208,  46  N.  W.  225;  Zeidler  v. 
Walker,  41  Mo.  App.  118;  Stengel  v.  Sergeant  (N.  J.  Ch.  '08), 
68  A.  1106 ;  Bunyon  v.  WUkinsan,  57  N.  J.  L.  420,  31  A.  390 ; 
Ward  V.  Zborowski,  63  N.  T.  S.  219,  31  Misc.  66;  Walsh  v. 
Oay,  63  N.  T.  S.  543,  49  App.  Div.  50;  Bennett  v.  Egan,  23 
N.  Y.  S.  154,  3  Misc.  421 ;  Levy  v.  Kottman,  32  N.  Y.  S.  241, 
11  Misc.  372 ;  Blakely  v.  Pursell,  90  N.  Y.  S.  337 ;  Milstein  v. 
Loring,  92  N.  Y.  S.  417,  102  A.  D.  349 ;  Hough  v.  BaldvAn,  103 
N.  Y.  S.  133,  53  Misc.  284;  Brackenridge  v.  Claridge,  91  Tex. 
527,  44  S.  W.  819,  43  L.  R.  A.  593 ;  Bunck  v.  Dimmick  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.  '08),  111  S.  W.  779;  Lawrence  v.  Peterson,  34  Wash. 
1,  74  P.  1011;  Dwyer  v.  Babom,  6  Wash.  213,  33  P.  350; 
Wilson  V.  Ellis  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '08),  106  S.  W.  1152;  Duncan  v. 
Parker,  142  P.  657,  81  Wash.  340,  L.  E.  A.  1916  A,  804;  Behl 
V.  Fanton,  119  P.  400,  17  Cal.  App.  247;  Dreyfus  v.  Bichardson, 
130  P.  161,  20  Cal.  App.  800 ;  Kinney  v.  Eckenherger,  145  P.  665, 
74  Or.  442;  Dinkelspiel  v.  Nason,  120  P.  789,  17  CaL  App.  591; 
Sielson  v.  Haigler,  165  P.  265,  —  Colo.  Sup.  — ;  Burton  v.  Bose, 
194  S.  W.  576,  137  Tenn.  503 ;  Dodge  v.  Lacey,  216  S.  W.  400, 
—  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — .    See  also  Sec.  90. 

Sec.  86a.  Oontraot  held  to  be  an  option  and  not  a  contract 
of  brokerage. 

A  contract  held  to  give  a  party  the  option  to  perform  the  con- 
tract in  person  or  to  assign  it  to  a  responsible  person,  and  not  a 
contract  of  brokerage.  Hummel  v.  City  Nat  Bank,  143  S.  W. 
374,  146  Ky.  764. 

Sec.  8Bb.  Broker  to  procnre  purchaser  procured  option; 
death  of  owner  before  exercise  did  not  bar  broker's  com- 
miasion. 

Where  broker  employed  to  procnre  a  purchaser  of  property 
piocnred  a  third  person  to  take  an  option  on  the  property.    The 
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death  of  the  owner  before  the  option  was  exercised  did  not  affect 
the  broker's  right  to  compensation  if  proper  steps  were  thereafter 
taken  to  exercise  the  option.  Finnerty  v.  Stratum's  Est.,  123  P. 
667,  63  Colo.  17. 

Although  a  broker  employed  to  procure  a  purchaser  wonld  not 
be  entitled  to  a  commission  for  merely  procuring  a  person  to 
take  an  option  to  purchase,  where  the  optionee  subsequently  ex- 
ercised the  option  the  right  to  commissions  accrued.    Id, 

Seo.  86.   Broker  entiflad  to  commissioiui  where  enatomer  exer- 
daes  option  by  pnrohasing  fhe  proper^. 

On  the  customer  exercising  his  option  by  purchasing  the 
property  the  broker's  commission  is  due.  De  Wolf  v.  Wis. 
Lake  Ice  &  CaHage  Co.  (Wis.  Sup.  '10),  124  N.  W.  297; 
Block  Y.  Ryan,  4  App.  Cas.  (D.  G.)  283;  Aiglet  v.  Carpenter 
PI  Land  Co.,  61  Kan.  718,  33  P.  693;  Kimberly  v.  Henderson, 
29  Md.  612;  WaUh  v.  Oay,  63  N.  Y.  S.  643,  49  App.  Dir.  60; 
Lawrence  v.  Peterson,  34  Wash.  1,  74  P.  1011;  Morson  v.  Bum- 
side,  31  Ont  (Can.)  438;  Snead  t.  Wood,  100  S.  E.  714,  —  Ga. 
App.  — . 

Sec.  87.   Where  principal  hdd  only  an  option  at  time  of  aale 
does  not  defeat  broker's  right  to  commlwrinns. 

The  fact  that  the  principal  does  not  own  the  property  which 
he  employs  the  broker  to  sell,  does  not  defeat  the  broker's  right 
to  compensation  on  procuring  a  purchaser.  Smith  v.  Schiele,  93 
Cal.  144,  28  P.  867.  Compare  Sees.  122,  164,  180.  Where,  at 
the  time  of  the  contract  of  employment,  the  principal  has  only 
an  option  on  the  land,  or  for  any  other  reason  can  not  avail 
himself  of  the  offer  procured  by  the  broker.  Monk  v.  Parker,  180 
Mass.  246,  63  N.  E.  793.    See  also  Sec.  1033. 

Sec.  87a.    Broker  procuring  cnstomer  to  ezchaage  who  de^ 
faults  his  contract  entitled  to  commisflion. 

A  real  estate  agent  who,  in  good  faith,  secures  for  his  customer 
an  exchange  of  lands  on  terms  embodied  in  a  written  contract, 
thereby  earns  his  commission  for  secnring  such  purchaser,  al- 
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thou^  the  trade  fails  because  the  purchaser  does  not  own  all  the 
land  he  attempts  to  convey.  Triplett  v.  Feasel,  182  P.  661,  — 
Kan.  Sup.  — 

See.  88.    Brok«r  who  took  an  option  not  agent  of  the  owner 
to  negotiate  a  sale. 

A  real  estate  broker  who  took  an  option  to  purchase  certain 
real  estate  at  a  stated  price  is  not  the  agent  of  the  owner  for 
negotiating  its  sale.  SouthacJc  v.  Lane,  66  N.  Y.  S.  629,  32  Mis. 
141 ;  Hagoner  y.  Hobl,  146  P.  906,  26  Cal.  App.  298.  Compare 
Sec  82. 

Sea  89.    Exercise  of  option  to  pnrchase  revokes  contract  of 
agency  to  sell  land. 

A  contract  of  agency  for  the  sale  of  land  is  revoked  by  notice 
of  the  exercise  of  an  option  to  purchase  subsequently  given. 
Faraday  Coai  &  Coke  Co.  v.  Owens,  26  Ey.  L.  B.  243,  80  S.  W. 
1171. 

Sec.  89a.   Owner  giving  option  cannot  deprive  broker  of  right 
to  commissione  nnder  his  contract. 

Where  a  vendor  has  incurred  liability  to  a  real  estate  broker 
for  commissions,  he  can  not  avoid  it  by  notifying  the  broker,  on 
the  signing  of  an  option,  that  he  does  not  intend  to  pay  a  com- 
mission.   Peters  v.  Riley,  81  S.  E.  630,  73  W.  Va.  785. 

Sec.  90.    Agreement  to  sell,  cash  on  delivery  of  deed,  eto.,  a 
mere  option  and  not  a  contract  of  sale. 

An  agreement  to  sell  realty  ''cash  on  delivery  of  deed,  or  one- 
half  on  time  if  terms  can  be  agreed  on,''  is  a  mere  option  and 
not  a  contract  of  sale.  Wallace  v.  Figone,  107  Mo.  App.  362, 
81  S.  W.  492 ;  Ind  &  Ark.  L.  &  M.  Co.  v.  Pharr,  82  Ark.  573, 
102  S.  W.  686.    See  also  Sec.  85. 

Sec  90a.    Held  a  contract  to  sell  real  estatei  although  word 
''option''  is  nsed. 

A  contract  which  gives  to  a  broker  the  exclusive  right  to  pro- 
cure a  purchaser  of  real  estate  of  the  owner  for  a  specified  price. 


142  AHBBIOAN  LAW  BXAL  B8TATB  AOENOY. 

with  the  right  to  retain  for  his  services  any  excess  which  the 
purchaser  may  pay,  and  which  provides  that  the  "option**  shall 
run  to  a  designated  date,  and  that  the  owner  will  furnish  an 
abstract  of  title  and  warranty  deed  to  the  broker  or  to  any  one 
designated  by  him,  is  an  agreement  to  pay  a  commission  for 
selling  land,  the  word  '^option*'  relating  to  the  exclusive  right 
to  sell  within  the  limited  time.  Brittson  v.  Smith,  130  N.  W. 
699,  106  Mich.  222. 

Seo.  91.  A  sale  of  land  by  the  owner,  subject  to  option,  does 
not  constitute  a  breach  of  contract. 

If  during  the  continuance  of  the  option  given  to  a  real 
estate  broker,  the  owner  bargains  the  property  to  a  third 
party  contingent  on  the  failure  of  the  option  holder  to  com- 
ply vnth  the  terms  of  the  option,  does  not  alone  constitute  a 
breach  of  the  option  by  the  owner.  Smith  v.  Lawrence,  98 
Me.  92,  56  A.  455. 

Sec.  92.  Where  broker  sent  owner  the  form  of  an  option, 
which  he  executed,  on  sale  broker  not  entitled  to  com- 
mission. 

"Where  a  broker  sent  the  owner  of  real  estate  a  form  of  a 
purchase  option,  which  the  owner  executed  and  a  sale  took 
place  under  the  option,  the  broker  was  not  entitled  to  recover 
commissions  from  the  owner,  as  the  transaction  did  not  amount 
to  an  employment.  Davenport  v.  Corbett,  98  N.  Y.  S.  403, 
112  App.  Div.  382.    See  also  Sec.  104. 

Sec.  93.  Broker  to  procure  a  lessee  not  entitled  to  commis- 
sions for  an  option. 

A  paper  signed  by  a  principal  and  a  proposed  tenant  stip- 
ulated, ''We  agree  to  execute  a  lease  of  certain  premises  to 
Buch  tenant"  from.  October  or  November,  1906,  for  seven 
years,  at  a  rental  of  $18,000  per  year,  the  lease  as  to  condi- 
tions to  be  an  exact  copy  of  the  lease  we  now  hold  on  the 
above  premises  ''(by  the  conditions  it  means  taxes,  insurance, 
if  in  lease)"  the  running  expense,  etc.,  included;  it  is  under- 
stood that  at  signing  of  lease  six  months'  rent  in  advance  is 
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to  be  paid  **by  the  tenant,"  this  to  draw  six  per  cent,  yearly 
in  advance,  principals  to  secure  the  proposed  tenant  for  above 
amount  by  assignment  of  lease  of  the  premises  now  existing, 
provided  this  can  be  done,  or  other  security,  lease  to  be  exe- 
cuted on  or  before  October  10,  1902.  Held,  that  the  instru- 
ment was  a  mere  option,  in  no  way  obligating  the  proposed 
tenant,  and  the  procuring  of  his  signature  thereto  was  not  a 
compliance  on  the  broker's  part  with  a  contract  between  the 
broker  and  his  principal  whereby  the  broker  was  to  become 
entitled  to  a  certain  commission  for  procuring  a  tenant  as 
such  lessee  of  the  premises  in  question,  in  which  the  principal 
had  a  leasehold  interest  Benedict  v.  Pincus,  95  N.  Y.  S. 
1042,  109  App.  Div.  20;  Lmvs  &  Bradford  v.  achmidt,  80 
Ohio  St.  108,  88  N.  B.  319. 

Sec.  94.    On  concluding  an  option  for  wbole  tract,  owner  jus- 
tified in  refusing  offer  for  part 

Where  plaintiff,  pursuant  to  her  employment  to  sell  certain 
land  for  defendant,  produced  a  purchaser  who  was  willing  to 
take  an  option  on  the  land,  defendants  were  justified  in  re- 
fusing to  consider  the  proposition  of  another  customer  for  a 
portion  of  the  land  furnished  by  plaintiff  until  the  negotia- 
tions pending  with  the  first  customer  were  terminated.  Fox 
V.  Denargo  Land  Co.,  37  Colo.  203,  86  P.  344. 

Sec.  96.    Parties  taking  options  at  liberty  to  withdraw  before 
contract,  and  no  commissions  are  earned. 

Where  the  owner  of  certain  land  was  willing  to  give  a  pur- 
chaser procured  by  plaintiff  the  privilege  of  buying,  and  the 
purchaser  was  willing  to  take  an  option,  it  would  be  presumed 
that  the  parties  were  negotiating  for  a  written  agreement; 
hence,  neither  party  was  at  liberty  to  withdraw  any  propo- 
sition made  during  the  negotiations  and  to  repudiate  any  oral 
agreement  before  the  execution  of  the  written  contract,  with- 
out the  owner  being  liable  to  the  broker  furnishing  such  pur- 
chaser for  commissions  in  case  of  the  failure  of  the  parties  to 
agree.  Fox  v.  Denargo  Land  Co.,  37  Colo.  203,  86  P.  344; 
SmUh  V.  Merrill  134  Wis.  227,   114  N.  W.   608;  Mercer  v. 
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Planters'  Rice  Mill  Co.,  81  S.  E.  492,  16  Ga.  App.  38.    See  also 
Meeting  of  Minds,  Sec.  33. 

Sec.  96.    When  option  was  exercised  broker  was  entitled  to 
conunissionSi  although  paid  for  reselling  lease. 

Plaintiff  engaged  by  defendant  to  sell  found  no  customer, 
but  found  a  person  who  would  take  a  lease  with  an  option  to 
purchase,  and  defendant  agreed  to  this,  and  paid  plaintiff  a 
commission  on  the  lease,  and  agreed  to  pay  a  commission  on 
a  sale,  if  the  option  was  exercised.  Held,  that  plaintiff  was 
not  deprived  of  his  right  to  commissions  from  defendant  for 
the  sale  on  the  option  being  exercised,  because  after  the  exe- 
cution of  the  lease  and  option  he  found  a  purchaser  for  the 
lease  and  received  a  commission  from  his  principal.  Davis 
V.  Weber,  92  N.  T.  S.  823,  46  Misc.  590. 

See.  97.    Contract  of  exchange  contingent  on  encroachments 
not  defeating  was  a  mere  option. 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  for  commissions  for 
effecting  an  exchange  of  defendant's  property,  evidence  that 
at  or  about  the  time  of  the  signing  of  the  contract  of  exchange, 
which  stipulated  that  if  the  other  party  thereto  rejected  de- 
fendant's title,  on  the  ground  of  bay-window  or  stoop-ledge 
encroachments,  his  deposit  should  be  returned  in  full  of  all 
claims,  plaintiff  signed  a  writing  wherein  he  agreed  to  wait 
for  his  commissions  until  after  the  title  closed,  was  evidence 
tending  to  show  that  plaintiff,  as  well  as  defendant,  regarded 
the  contract  of  exchange  as  a  mere  option,  and  not  an  abso- 
lute, enforceable  contract  of  exchange.  Hough  v.  B<Udwin,  99 
N.  T.  S.  545,  50  Misc.  546.    See  Sec.  95. 

Sec.  98.    Oo-agent  not  bound  by  an  option  neither  given  nor 
ratified  by  himself. 

A  co-agent  under  a  power  to  sell  is  not  bound  by  an  un- 
authorized option  not  given  or  ratified  by  himself,  and,  if  he 
purchase  the  land  for  himself,  can  not  be  held  as  a  trustee 
for  the  claimant  under  the  option.  Tibbs  v.  Zirkle,  55  W. 
Va.  49,  46  S.  E.  701,  104  Am.  St.  R.  977. 
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Sac  90.    Option  and  title  bond  taken  by  agent  to  insure  sale, 
do  not  affect  relationship  of  agenqr. 

Real  estate  agents  who  take  from  the  owner  of  lands  listed 
with  them  for  sale,  an  option  and  title  bond  to  make  certain 
that,  if  a  sale  is  effected,  it  will  be  carried  out  without 
obstruction,  are  still  agents,  so  that  the  principal  is  liable  for 
their  fraud.  Alger  y.  Anderson,  78  Fed.  7^9.  See  also  Sees.  313. 
314,  315,  316. 

Sea  100.    Option  at  best  price  obtainable  means  satisfactory 
to  purchaser. 

A  contract  of  employment  to  obtain  options  on  property 
stated  that  the  options  ^ould  be  at  a  price  at  which  the  party 
for  whom  they  were  purchased  **may  buy.'*  Held,  that  the 
intent  of  the  parties  was  that  the  option  obtained  should  be 
at  a  price  which  was  satisfactory  to  the  purchasers,  and  if 
shown  to  be  so,  the  conditions  of  the  contract  were  fully  com- 
plied with.    Worthington  v.  McOarry,  149  Ala.  251,  42  S.  988. 

Sea  101.    Option  unexercised,  subsequent  sale  to  party  by 
adminirtrator,  broker  not  entitled  to  commissions. 

A  broker  who  finds  a  person  who  takes  an  option  on  the 
purchase  of  certain  mining  property,  which  is  not  carried  out, 
can  not,  where  the  owner  dies  before  the  option  expires,  re- 
cover his  agreed  commissions  from  the  administrator,  where 
the  latter,  after  the  expiration  of  the  option,  sells  the  prop- 
erty to  the  same  person  at  the  same  price,  even  though  the 
n^^tiations  conducted  by  the  brpker  prior  to  the  owner's 
death  may  have  contributed  to  the  accomplishment  of  the  sale. 
Crowe  V.  Trickey,  204  U.  S.  228,  affirming  Trickey  v.  Crowe 
(Ari.  Sup.),  71  P.  965;  Crowe  v.  Harmon,  204  U.  S.  241,  af- 
firming Harmon  v.  Crowe  (Ari.  Sup.),  71  P.  1125.  See  also 
Sec.  199. 

Sec.  102.    Broker  to  secure  two  options,  principal  tells  him 
not  to  act  as  to  one,  breach  of  contract. 

Where  a  party  under  a  contract  is  to  secure  for  a  second 
party  options  on  certain  properties,  and  the  second  party  di- 
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rects  him  not  to  proceed  in  reference  to  securing  an  option 
on  one  of  the  properties,  this  is  a  breach  of  the  contract  for 
which  the  second  party  is  liable  in  damages.  Warthington  y. 
McOarry,  149  Ala.  251,  42  So.  988. 

Sec.  103.    Broker  not  entitled  to  compensation  for  securing 
part  of  options. 

Plaintiff  and  defendant  entered  into  a  contract  whereby  de- 
fendant agreed  to  pay  plaintiff  a  certain  sum  if  the  plaintiff 
should  secure  certain  options  on  ore  land  and  on  a  majority 
of  the  stock  of  a  corporation;  plaintiff  secured  the  options 
except  as  to  the  stock  of  the  corporation.  Held,  that  plaintiff 
is  not  entitled  to  compensation  under  the  contract  for  secur- 
ing the  ore  option,  by  alleging  and  proving  that  he  was  pre- 
.  vented  by  defendant  from  endeavoring  to  obtain  the  other.  Id. 

Sec.  104.    Broker  obtaining  price  firom  owner,  amounts  cnily 
to  a  naked,  verbal  option. 

Where  a  broker  asks  and  obtains  from  the  owner  the  price  at 
which  he  would  sell  real  property,  without  anything  being  said 
as  to  the  broker's  employment  or  compensation,  and  it  does  not 
appear  that  the  owner  knew,  or  had  reasonable  groimds  to  be- 
lieve, that  the  broker  expected  to  be  paid,  no  contract  of  employ- 
ment, express  or  implied,  can  be  inferred,  but  at  best  only  a 
naked,  verbal  option.  Clammer  v.  Eddy,  41  Colo.  235,  92  P.  722; 
Ewing  v.  Bond,  216  S.  W.  934,  —  Ky.  Ct.  App.  — .  See  also 
Sec.  92. 

Sec.  104a.   Holder  of  option  not  necessarily  the  agent  to  seU 
the  property. 

A  holder  of  an  option  contract  on  land  is  not  necessarily  the 
agent  of  the  owner  so  as  to  render  the  owner  liable  for  misrep- 
resentation by  him  inducing  a  sale  to  a  third  person,  and  it  is 
immaterial  that  the  option  contract  may  be  assigned  in  case  the 
holder  sells  the  property.  Shepard  v.  Pdbst,  136  N.  W.  168,  149 
Wis.  36. 
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See.  105.    Optbm  giyen  and  eztanded,  fandur  haU  as  aoting 
in  the  charaetar  of  a  pnrehaier. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  oonunissions  in  piocnring  a 
purchaser  of  timber  lands,  it  appeared  that  the  broker,  on 
learning  that  the  property  was  for  sale,  looked  it  over  at  dif- 
ferent times,  and  had  an  interview  with  the  owner  as  to  the 
price;  that  thereafter,  he  wrote  a  letter  to  the  owner  request- 
ing him  not  to  let  any  outsider  know  about  the  price  for  a 
time;  that  the  owner  replied  that  he  would  give  the  broker 
an  option  on  the  price  and  conditions  named  until  a  specified 
time;  this  option  was  extended.  Held,  not  to  show  that  the 
broker  was  acting  in  the  sale  as  a  broker  of  the  owner,  but  in 
the  character  of  a  purchaser.  Wood  v.  Palmer,  151  Mich.  30, 
115  N.  W.  242,  14  Det  L.  N.  963 ;  Harten  v.  Loeffler,  31  App. 
D.  C.  362. 

Sec.  106a.   Broker  given  option  may  sell  at  an  advance  withp 
ont  accounting  to  owner  therefor. 

A  broker  employed  to  procure  a  purchaser  and  giyen  an  op* 
tion  to  purchase;  held,  entitled  to  exercise  the  option  and  convey 
the  property  to  another  at  an  advance,  without  being  required  to 
account  to  the  owner  therefor.  But  he  is  required  to  account  to 
the  owner  for  profits  realized  on  a  resale  after  exercise  of  option. 
Neighbor  v.  Pacific  Realty  Society,  124  P.  520,  40  Utah,  610, 
Ann.  Caa.  1914  D,  1200. 

Sec.  106.  Error  to  prevent  defendant  showing  how  option 
was  finally  made  to  purchaser. 
Where,  in  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  to  recover  com- 
missions for  fin<^iTig  a  purchaser,  defendant  claimed  that  the 
sale  was  made  through  the  efforts  of  another,  it  wss  error  to 
sostain  an  objection  to  a  question  to  defendant  by  his  coun- 
sel, ss  to  the  circumstances  under  which  the  option  was  finally 
made  to  the  purchaser.  Orieb  v.  Koeffler,  127  Wis.  314,  106 
N.  W.  113. 

Bee.  107.    Defendants  giving  broker  option,  estopped  to  say 
they  procured  his  coatpmer  to  buy. 
Where  defendants  gave  plaintiff  an  option  to  effect  a  sale 
of  coal  property!  if  sold  within  a  certain  time,  on  a  stipulated 
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commission,  and  agreed  to  assist  plaintiff  in  the  sale  fhereofy 
defendants  will  not  be  heard  to  say  that  a  sale  to  one  with 
whom  plaintiff  was  negotiating,  made  during  the  oontinnanoe 
of  the  option,  was  the  result  of  their  independent  efforts. 
Wells  V.  Hocking  Valley  Coal  Co.,  137  Iowa,  526,  114  N.  W. 
1076. 

Sec.  108.    Defendant  may  show  purchaser  took  an  option,  and 
did  not  intend  to  buy  unless  he  secured  adjoining  lot. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  to  recover  commissions  for  mak- 
ing a  sale  of  realty  defendant  may  show  that  plaintiff  knew 
that  the  purchaser  presented  by  him  simply  obtained  an  op- 
tion, and  did  not  intend  to  buy  unless  he  purchased  some  ad- 
joining lots.    Walsh  V.  Gay,  63  N.  Y.  S.  543,  49  App.  Div.  50. 

See  also  Sees.  45,  65,  182. 

8m.  108a.    Broker  to  sell  land  not  entitled  to  commissioci 
after  principal  gives  option  to  purchase. 

Broker  not  entitled  to  a  commission  where  employed  to  sell 
land,  where  his  principal  gives  an  option  to  purchase.  Martin  v. 
Wilson,  134  P.  532,  24  Idaho,  353. 

Sec.  109.    Option  as  only  agreement,  what  owner  may  diair 
to  corroborate  that  claim. 

Where,  in  a  suit  for  a  commission  for  finding  a  purchaser 
for  land,  plaintiff  alleged  that  the  owner  listed  it  with  brokers, 
who  listed  it  with  plaintiff's  firm,  with  the  owner's  consent, 
the  owner  could  show  that  shortly  before  the  alleged  listing 
with  such  broker,  he  gave  them  an  option  to  purchase  a  tract, 
including  the  land  on  account  of  which  the  commission  was 
claimed,  as  tending  to  corroborate  the  owner's  claim  that  the 
option  contract  was  the  only  agreement  between  him  and  the 
broker.  Sterling  v.  De  Laune  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '07),  105  S. 
W.  1169. 

Sec.  110.    Option  held  not  expired  when  sale  was  made  hj 
owner. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  to  recover  commissions  on  a  sale 
of  land,  evidence  held  to  support  a  finding  that  an  option  au- 
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fhorizing  plaintifl  to  sell  the  land,  had  not  expired  before  the 
sale.  Eolhreoh'Blachwelder  R.  E.  &  T.  Co.  y.  Hartman,  128 
Mo.  App.  228,  106  S.  W.  1U5. 

Sec  UOa.    Oontraet  held  an  option  and  a  brokerage. 

Agreement  giving  broker  an  option  to  purchase  land  at  a  speci- 
fied price,  and  providing  that  a  commission  of  5%  would  be  paid; 
held,  to  give  broker  not  only  an  option  to  purchase,  but  a  right 
to  sell  to  others  at  the  price  specified.  Burt  v.  Stringfellow,  143 
P.  234,  45  Utah,  207. 

Sec  UOb.    Option  to  sell  realty  defined. 

Option  to  sell  realty  given  brokers  provided  it  should  remain 
in  force  for  90  days,  and  that  if  the  owner  sold  within  90  days 
after  expiration  to  one  to  whom  the  land  was  recommended  by 
Ihe  brokers,  the  owners  would  pay  a  commission,  was  an  agree- 
ment to  pay  the  brokers  a  commission  if  the  land  was  sold  within 
90  days  after  the  expiration  of  the  option  to  one  to  whom  it  was 
recommended  by  the  brokers  during  the  90  days  of  the  option's 
life.    Elsea  v.  Fassler,  154  P.  1067,  29  Cal.  App.  187. 

Seo.  111.    Error  to  grant  new  trial  to  permit  setting  up  the 
eocercise  of  an  option. 

Where,  in  an  action  for  a  broker's  services  in  the  sale  of 
a  mine,  a  non-suit  was  granted,  by  reason  of  the  fact  that  an 
<^tion  to  purchase  negotiated  by  the  broker  had  not  matured 
when  suit  was  brought,  and  pending  a  motion  for  a  new  trial 
for  alleged  errors  of  law  occurring  at  the  trial,  the  purchaser 
complied  with  the  option  and  completed  the  sale,  it  was  error 
to  grant  a  subsequent  application  for  a  new  trial  in  order  to 
permit  the  broker  to  allege  by  amendment  the  completion  of 
the  sale  and  recover  for  his  services.  Lawrence  v.  Peterson, 
34  Wash.  1,  74  P.  1011. 


CHAPTER  IL 

SALES  OF  SEAL  ESTATE. 


Sac.  112.    If  employment  does  not  state  tennt  of  sale  satis- 
factory to  principal  implied. 

A  real  estate  broker  is  not  entitled  to  commissions  for  the 
sale  of  land  unless  he  procures  a  purchaser  who  is  able,  ready 
and  willing  to  complete  a  purchase  on  terms  named,  or  which 
are,  in  the  absence  of  an  express  agreement  as  to  terms,  sat- 
isfactory and  agreeable  to  the  owner.  FairchUd  ▼.  Cunning- 
ham,  84  Minn.  521,  88  N.  W.  15;  Montgomery  y.  Kn/icker- 
locker,  60  K  T.  S.  128,  27  N.  T.  App.  D.  117;  Handley  r.  Shaf- 
fer, 59  S.  286,  177  Ala.  636;  Alexander  v.  8mitK  61  S.  68,  180 
Ala.  541. 

Sec.  112a.    Broker  to  ''sell"  property  does  not  mean  to  oon- 
vey  it,  or  gnarantee,  or  collect  deferred  payments. 

Employment  of  a  real  estate  broker  '^to  selF'  property  on  com- 
mission does  not  mean  that  he  is  required  to  convey  it,  or  guar- 
antee, or  collect  deferred  payments.  Payne  v.  Ponder,  77  S.  E. 
32,  139  Ga.  288. 

Sec.  113.    A  broker  who  effects  a  sale  according  to  the  terms 
of  the  employment  is  entitled  to  compensation. 

Where  property  is  placed  with  a  broker  for  sale,  he  is  not 
bound  to  consummate  a  sale  or  procure  a  purchaser  upon  the 
agreed  terms,  but  when  he  does  either  his  commission  is  earned. 
Walsh  V.  Hastings,  20  Colo.  243,  38  P.  324 ;  OUmore  v.  BaUey, 
103  HI.  App.  245 ;  Stephens  v.  Scott,  43  Kan.  285,  23  P.  555 ; 
Dreisbach  v.  BolUns,  39  Kan.  268,  18  P.  187;  Locke  v.  6m- 
wold,  96  Mo.  App.  527,  70  S.  W.  400 ;  Pollard  v.  Banks,  67  Mo. 
App.  187;  Crowley  Co.  v.  Myers,  69  N.  J.  L.  245;  55  A.  305; 
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Brundage  v.  MeCormick,  23  N.  T.  S.  262,  69  Hun,  65 ;  McCaff- 
rey V.  Page,  20  Pa.  Super.  Ct  400;  Jordan  v.  Snyhenry, 
(Iowa  Sup.  '09),  123  N.  W.  956;  Lincoln  Realty  Co.  v.  Garden 
City  Land  &  Emi.  Co.,  143  N.  W.  230,  94  Neb.  340,  Ann.  Cas. 
1914  D,  377;  Toungman  v.  North  Electric  Co.,  146  N,  Y.  Sup. 
69,  160  App.  Div.  758,  judg.  rev.  112  N.  E.  1080,  218  N.  Y. 
645;  Keicham  v.  Axelson,  142  N.  W.  62,  160  Iowa,  456;  Johnson 
?.  Holland,  97  N.  E.  755,  211  Mass.  363 ;  Schlegel  v.  Fuller,  149 
P.  1118,  —  Old.  Sup.  — ;  Tarhorough  v.  Richardson,  131  P. 
680,  38  Okl.  11;  Witt  v.  Byrum,  135  S.  W.  687,  —  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  — ;  Cone  v.  Keil,  124  P.  548,  18  Cal.  App.  675;  Douglas  v. 
Spangenberg,  137  P.  1103,  23  Cal.  App.  294;  Pomarici  v.  Rosen- 
hhm,  120  N.  Y.  Sup.  756;  Jauman  v.  McCusicJc,  137  P.  254, 
166  Cal.  517;  McRae  v.  Bom,  148  P.  215,  170  Cal.  74;  W.  T. 
Craft  Realty  Co.  v.  Livemash,  146  P.  121,  27  Colo.  App.  1; 
Tebo  V.  Weld,  92  A.  876,  5  Boyce  (Del.  Super.)  255;  Crawford  v. 
Cicotte,  152  N.  W.  1065,  186  Mich.  269;  Cross  v.  Day,  139  N. 
W.  272,  173  Mich.  553;  Williams  v.  PAeZp«,  171  S.  W.  1100,  — 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ;  Keinath,  Schuster  £  Hudson  v.  Reed,  137  P. 
841,  18  K  M.  358 ;  t'ayne  v.  Ponder,  77  S.  E.  32,  139  Ga.  283 ; 
Nayl  V.  Small,  138  N.  W.  849,  159  Iowa,  387 ;  Hutton  v.  Stewart, 
135  P.  681,  90  Kan.  602;  Ingalls  y.  Smith,  145  P.  846,  93  Kan. 
814;  Van  VaricTc  v.  Suburban  Inv.  Co.,  135  N.  Y.  Sup.  299,  76 
Misc-  Rep.  593;  Waddle  v.  Smith,  108  N.  E.  537,  58  Ind.  App. 
587;  Nagle  v.  Smith,  138  N".  W.  849,  159  Iowa,  387;  McCormick 
V.  Obanion,  153  S.  W.  267,  168  Mo.  App.  606;  Fox  v.  Ryan,  88 
N.  B.  974,  240  111.  391;  Easter  v,  Newberry,  170  HI.  App.  494; 
Fargeon  v.  Znd.  Ter.  Illu.  Oil.  Co.,  120  N.  Y.  Sup.  298,  rev.  130 
N.  Y.  Sup.  532,  146  App.  Div.  23.  See  Unilateral  Contracts, 
Sec  20.    See  also  Sec.  136. 

See.  113a.    Broker  entitled  to  commission  for  aiding  in  the 
making  of  a  sale. 

Where  defendant  agreed  to  pay  plaintiff  a  stipulated  commis- 
sion for  his  aid  in  selling  land,  and  plaintiff,  at  defendants  di- 
rection, assisted  in  making  a  sale,  he  is  entitled  to  his  commis- 
sion regardless  of  the  value  of  his  services.  Godfrey  v.  Wisener, 
147  P.  952,  169  Cal.  667. 
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Seo.  113b.   Broker  entitled  to  committdon  for  proonrixif  bnjer 
who  paid  more  oash  than  required. 

The  procuring  of  a  purchaser  who  agreed  to  pay  a  greater  pro- 
portion of  the  price  in  cash  than  required  by  tiie  brokerage  con- 
tract; held,  sufficient  to  entitle  the  broker  to  his  commission. 
Paulsen  v.  Rourke,  145  P.  711,  26  Colo.  App.  500. 

Sec.  llSo.   Sale  according  to  terms  but  to  different  person  en- 
titled broker  to  commission. 

Where  a  broker  notified  the  owner  that  he  thought  that  a  third 
person  would  purchase  the  property,  and  the  owner  authorized  a 
sale  at  a  specified  price  for  a  specified  commission^  the  broker's 
authority  was  not  limited  to  the  making  of  a  sale  to  the  third 
person,  but  he  could  make  a  sale  to  another  on  the  specified 
terms  and  recover  his  conmiission.  Hcbrger  v.  Watson,  142  N.  W. 
352,  176  Mich.  192. 

Sec.  113d.    Broker  to  sell  mnst  effect  sale  or  secnre  bindinjf 
contract  to  earn  commission. 


A  broker  employed  to  sell,  as  distinguished  from  a  broker  em- 
ployed to  find  a  purchaser,  is  not  entitled  to  compensation  until 
he  effects  a  sale  or  procures  from  his  customer  a  binding  contract 
of  purchase  within  the  terms  of  his  authority.  Elliott  v.  Oamble, 
82  S.  263,  —  Pla.  Sup.  — . 

Sec.  114.    A  contract  of  sale  may  be  established  by  drenm- 
stantial  evidence. 

Circumstantial  evidence  may  be  sufficient  to  establish  a  con- 
tract of  sale  when  no  objection  is  made  to  the  competency  of 
any  portion  of  it.    Chapin  v.  Bridges,  116  Mass.  105. 

Sec.  116.    A  jndidal  sale  producing  increased  jirice  entitled 
broker  to  more  commissions. 

Where  land  is  bought  at  a  judicial  sale  for  a  nominal  sum  by 
a  third  person  who,  pursuant  to  a  guaranty  made  to  the  receiver 
pays  a  much  larger  sum  for  the  property,  the  broker  is  en- 
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titled  to  eommiBsioiui  on  said  larger  sam.    Peters  v.  Anderson, 
23  S.  £.  754,  88  Ya.  105L    Compare  Sec.  859. 

See.  116.    Broker  not  entitled  to  conmdMions  for  maUnff  a 
nominal  sale. 

A  broker  employed  to  sell  property  is  not  entitled  to  a  com- 
mission where  the  transaction  so  far  as  it  was  effected  by  him 
did  not  amount  to  a  sale.  Viaux  v.  Old  South  Soc,  133  Mass. 
1, 10;  Cosgrove  v.  Leonard  Mer.,  etc.,  Co.,  175  Mo.  100,  74  S.  W. 
986 ;  Johnson  v.  Sirret,  153  N.  T.  51,  46  N.  B.  1035 ;  Terry  v. 
Wilson,  50  Minn.  570,  52  N.  W.  973. 

Sec.  117.    Contract  of  sale  signed  by  purchaser  prima  fade 
evidence  of  readiness  to  bny. 

A  contract  of  sale  signed  by  a  purchaser,  unilateral  when 
tendered  to  the  vendor,  is  prima  fade  evidence  of  the  pur- 
chaser's readiness  and  willingness  to  buy.  Flynn  v.  Jordal,  124 
Iowa,  457,  100  N.  W.  326. 

Sec.  118.    An  enjoined  sale  does  not  deprive  the  broker  of 
commissions  earned. 

A  broker  employed  to  sell  real  estate  has  discharged  his 
duty  when  he  produces  a  purchaser  able  and  willing  to  buy 
upon  the  terms  and  at  the  price  fixed  by  the  seller,  regardless 
of  whether  the  sale  is  ever  actually  consummated  or  not,  pro- 
vided the  failure  is  not  due  to  some  fault  of  the  broker,  and 
even  although  the  eale  is  afterwards  enjoined.    Oibson  v.  Chray, 

17  Tex.  C.  Ap.  646,  43  S.  W.  922. 

Sec.  119.    Broker  employed  to  effect  a  sale  not  entitled  to 
compensation  until  consummated. 

In  an  action  to  recover  the  agreed  compensation  to  be  paid 
on  the  making  of  a  sale  or  disposition  of  the  property,  a  broker 

18  not  entitled  to  recover  for  merely  finding  a  purchaser,  when 
he  failed  to  consummate  a  sale.  Dorrington  v.  Powell,  52  Neb. 
440,  72  N.  W.  587;  Lyle  v.  Uni.  Land  &  Inv.  Co.  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.  95);  30  S.  W.  726 ;  see  also  Sees.  193,  224,  272,  449 ;  Pfang 
V.  Humhurg,  820  St.  1. 
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Sec.  120.    The  withdrawal  of  land  from  sale  entifled  broker, 
under  the  contract,  to  commiflsions. 

By  the  terms  of  the  contract  of  employment  between  the 
owner  of  land  and  a  broker  commissions  became  due  npon 
withdrawal  of  the  property  from  sale  within  a  certain  time. 
Held,  that  the  notice  recited  that  it  was  given  under  a  con- 
tract by  the  owner  to  the  broker  not  to  sell  said  land,  that  it 
had  been  withdrawn  from  the  market,  written  within  that  time, 
while  the  owner  was  repudiating  a  sale  by  the  broker,  was  a 
withdrawal  of  the  premises  from  sale  entitling  the  broker  to 
his  commissions,  not  as  damages  for  breach  of  contract,  but  as  a 
debt.    Maze  v.  Gordon,  96  Cal.  61,  30  P.  962 ;  compare  Sec.  585. 

Assent  by  a  broker^  employed  to  procure  a  purchaser^  to  a 
withdrawal  of  the  property  from  sale,  held,  not  to  affect  his  right 
to  a  commission  on  the  owner  subsequently  selling  the  property 
to  a  customer  of  the  broker.  Howard  v.  Street,  93  A.  923,  125 
Md.  289. 

Sec.  121.   Transaction  whereby  properties  are  given  for  others 
and  cash  difference  is  a  sale. 

A  transaction  by  which  certain  pieces  of  property  are  given 
for  others,  a  definite  price  being  put  on  each  and  the  difference 
paid  in  cash,  is  a  sale  and  not  an  exchange.  Thornton  y.  Moody, 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.  93),  24  S.  W.  331;  Ullman  v.  Land,  37  Tex  Civ. 
App.  422 ;  84  S.  W.  294.    See  Sec  164. 

See.  122.    Sale  miscarrying  through  no  fault  of  prindpalt 
broker  not  entitled  to  commissions. 

Where  the  owner  of  land  authorized  real  estate  agents  to 
sell  land  purchased  by  him,  and  informed  them  that  he  had 
no  deed  for  the  same,  but  held  it  under  a  contract,  and  the 
agents  made  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  the  land,  but  the  pur- 
chaser refused  to  complete,  because  the  vendor  had  only  a  con- 
tract of  purchase,  there  being  no  other  defect  in  the  title,  it 
was  held  that  the  agents  were  not  entitled  to  recover  the  agreed 
commissions  on  the  sale,  as  it  proved  abortive  without  any 
fault  on  the  part  of  their  principal.  Hoyt  v.  Shipherd,  70  lU. 
309;  compare  Sec  87. 
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Seo.  128.    Bala  by  wrong  datcription  bars  braker's  right  to 
oomniisBioiui. 

A  real  estate  broker  authorized  to  sell  a  tract  of  land  spoken 
of  by  the  owner  as  being  his  land  on  a  certain  canal,  has  no 
authority  to  sell  it  by  any  other  description  than  that  by 
which  it  was  purchased  by  the  owner,  and  the  broker's  com- 
missions are  not  earned  where  the  trade  falls  through  because 
the  contract  made  by  the  broker  with  the  intending  purchaser 
described  the  tract  as  containing  a  stated  number  of  acres  south 
of  the  canal,  whereas  it  was  described  in  the  conveyance  to  the 
owner  as  being  that  number  of  acres  south  of  the  center  of  the 
canaL     Ward  v.  Lawrence,  70  HI.  295. 

Bee.  124.    A  single  Bale  of  real  estate  not  doicg  business  to 
require  a  liorase. 

One  who,  while  engaged  in  other  business,  sells  land  for 
another,  may  recover  his  commissions,  though  he  had  not  taken 
out  a  license  as  required  of  real  estate  agents,  since  a  single 
sale  does  not  constitute  the  exercise  of  the  business  of  real 
estate  brokerage.  O'Neill  v.  Sinclair^  153  HI.  525,  39  N.  E.  124; 
Black  v.  Snook,  204  Pa.  St.  119,  53  A.  648 ;  Yedinsky  v.  Strouse, 
€  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  687,  42  W.  N.  C.  12;  Jones  v.  Mo.  Lumber  £ 
Mining  Co.,  166  111.  App.  266;  Olichen  v.  Shaller,  185  111.  App. 
116;  Oreenhurg  v.  Nyberg  Au.  Whs.,  162  111.  App.  504;  Lake  v. 
Kontsojiania,  174  HI.  App.  262 ;  Woods  v.  Heron,  78  A.  1128,  229 
Pa.  626. 

See.  126.    Owner  forced  to  sell  with  joint  owner  deinrlvee 
Inroker  of  oommissionsa 

Where  a  landowner,  who  has  engaged  a  real  estate  agent  to 
^U  land  at  a  certain  price,  is  forced  to  join  with  a  joint  owner 
to  effect  a  sale  and  sell  at  a  reduced  price,  the  agent  is  not  en- 
titled to  commissions.  Buhl  v.  Noe,  61  HI.  App.  622.  See  also 
Sees.  1023,  1036. 

Sec.  126a.   Transfer  by  Joint  owner  of  undivided  half  inttrest 
a  sale  entitling  broker  to  commission. 

The  transfer  of  an  undivided  one-half  interest  in  a  farm  by 
H>ne  joint  owner  to  the  other  is  not  a  sale  of  the  farm  contemplated 
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in  the  reservation  in  the  contract  by  the  joint  owners  with  a 
broker  for  sale  on  commission^  by  which  the  owners  reserved  the 
right  to  sell  the  farm  themselves  without  liability  for  commis- 
sions.   Farrell  v.  Almgren,  211  111.  App.  654. 

Sea  126.    Sale  by  broker,  who  agrees  afterward  to  resell,  not 
a  firand  on  seller. 

A  broker  negotiated  a  sale  of  plaintiff's  land  to  defendant, 
who  had  his  deed  made  ont  to  a  third  person,  who  afterwards 
conveyed  to  defendant;  a  few  weeks  after  the  sale  defendant 
agreed  to  let  the  broker  sell  the  land  for  him  at  an  advance, 
the  profits  to  be  equally  divided  between  them;  plaintiff  did 
not  know  at  the  time  of  the  sale  that  defendant  was  the  pur- 
chaser, and  there  was  then  no  arrangement  or  understanding 
between  defendant  and  the  broker  as  to  any  resale  of  the 
property  or  division  of  the  profits.  Held,  that  there  was  nothing 
in  the  transaction  in  fraud  of  plaintiff.  Olover  y.  Layion,  145 
HL  92,  34  N.  B.  53. 

See.  127.    Sale  ineffectual  where  broker  had  no  authority  to 
make  it. 

In  a  suit  for  specific  performance  of  a  contract  by  C.  as  agent 
of  defendant  to  convey  certain  lots,  it  appeared  that  the  lots 
were  situate  in  D.,  where  such  agent  resided;  that  on  March 
30,  1889,  defendant  wrote  the  agent:  ''I  will  be  in  D.  last  of 
April  or  first  of  May,  wish  you  would  have  a  purchaser;  think 
I  ought  to  get  $17,000,  as  there  is  quite  a  boom  in  D.  in  real 
estate;"  that  on  April  20th  the  agent  telegraphed  defendant: 
*'Lots  sold  for  $16,000  cash,  mail  you  deed  for  signing  to-day;" 
to  which  defendant  replied:  ''Won't  sell  for  less  than  $17,000; 
be  there  May  1st;"  on  May  3d,  the  date  of  her  arrival  in  D., 
the  agent  telegraphed  her:  "Sold  property  for  $17,000  •  •  • 
27th  of  April;"  but  she  did  not  receive  the  telegram  until  she 
had  reached  D.  and  repudiated  the  contract;  held  that  the 
agent  had  no  authority  to  sell  the  property.  SulUvan  v.  Leer, 
29  P.  817,  2  Colo,  App.  141;  Curatola  v.  Venafrana  Ben.  Soc, 
etc.,  70  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  542;  Lee  v.  Lloyd,  181  N.  Y.  Sup.  296. 
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See.  128.  Advertiflement  on  land  as  for  sale  by  agent  insoffl- 
dent  to  imply  right  to  sell. 

An  adyertisement  put  np  upon  land  offering  it  for  sale,  and 
Tefening  to  the  owner  and  another  person,  is  not,  in  opposi- 
tion to  a  denial  hy  the  owner  of  the  agency  of  such  third  person, 
sufficient  to  imply  in  him  power  to  make  a  sale  of  the  land. 
MorHmer  v.  Comwell,  1  Hoffm.  (N.  Y.)  Ch.  351. 

Sea  128a.  Broker  not  entitled  to  eommission  where  pur- 
chaser indnced  by  a  catalogue  and  not  by  efforts  of  the 
broker. 

Where  a  catalogue  prepared  by  a  real  estate  broker  listing 
property  placed  in  his  hands  for  sale  happened  into  the  hands  of 
a  subsequent  purchaser,  to  whom  the  broker  made  a  fruitless  ef- 
fort to  show  the  property,  held,  that  the  broker  was  not  the  proxi- 
mate or  procuring  cause  of  the  sale.  "Way  v.  Turner,  96  A.  676, 
127  Md.  327. 

Sea  129.  Authority  to  a  broker  to  find  a  purchaser  gives  no 
right  to  make  a  sale. 

A  letter  to  an  agent  saying:  ''As  you  stated  you  could  get 
$30,000  for  the  place  you  occupy,  ♦  ♦  ♦  and  if  you  can,  we  will 
sell  at  that  price  ♦  ♦  *  and  allow  you  2^4  P^r  cent  on  said 
price,*'  merely  authorized  the  agent  to  find  a  purchaser,  but 
not  to  sell,  and  a  contract  by  the  agent  to  sell  confers  no  right 
on  the  purchaser.  Grant  v.  Ede,  85  Cal.  418,  24  P.  890;  Sim- 
mons V.  Kramer,  13  S.  E.  902,  88  Va.  411;  Lawson  v.  King 
(Wash.  Sup.  '09),  104  P.  1118. 

Sec.  130.  Where  agent  buys  at  inadequate  price,  by  fraud, 
contract  of  sale  will  be  set  aside. 

Where  an  agent  purchases  property  at  a  grossly  inadequate 
price,  by  the  concealment  of  facts  and  information  relating 
thereto  which  he  was  bound  to  disclose,  the  sale  will  be  set 
aside.    Narris  v.  Taylor,  49  HI.  17.    See  also  Sec.  291. 
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8ec.  131.    Agent  becoming  parchaser  unknown  to  prinoipal, 
Bale  will  be  set  aside. 

Where  an  agent  becomes  the  purchaser,  without  the  knowl- 
edge of  the  principal,  the  sale  will  be  set  aside.  Fisher^s  Ap- 
peal, 34  Pa.  St.  29;  Butler  v.  Haskai,  4  Desau.  (S.  C.)  651; 
Casey  v.  Casey,  14  lU.  112.    See  also  Sec.  314. 

Sec.  132.    Contract  to  pay  a  broker  a  commission  on  aooepted 
sale,  though  no  effort  required,  upheld. 

A  contract  to  pay  a  broker  a  commission  on  any  accepted 
sale  procured  by  him  will  support  a  recovery  for  such  commis- 
sion, though  it  does  not  bind  the  broker  to  make  any  effort'  to 
sell.  Brooks  v.  Leathers,  112  Mich.  463,  70  N.  W.  1099.  Com- 
pare Sees.  552,  585. 

Sec.  133.    Contract  may  require  broker  in  order  to  earn  com- 
missions to  effect  a  sale  at  tiie  price  limited. 

It  is  clearly  competent  for  the  owner  and  broker  to  agree 
that  the  latter  shall  have  no  compensation  unless  he  shall  effect  a 
sale  at  the  price  limited,  and  the  broker  would  be  bound  by 
such  a  contract.  Eungerford  v.  Hicks,  39  Conn.  259;  Pederson 
V.  Johnson,  172  N.  E.  723,  —  Vt.  Sup.  — .    See  also  Sec.  61. 

Sec.  134.    Sale  at  $350,  when  contract  limited  to  $400,  did 
not  entitle  broker  to  commissions. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  for  effecting  a  sale  of  a  house 
for  defendant,  it  appeared  that  defendant  agreed  to  give  plain- 
tiff $75  if  he  should  sell  the  house  for  $500  before  a  cer- 
tain day,  and  $50  if  he  should  sell  it  for  $400  after  that  time; 
plaintiff  introduced  to  defendant  a  purchaser  who,  after  the 
day  specified,  purchased  the  house  for  $350.  Held,  that  a  judg- 
ment for  plaintiff  for  $35  was  not  sustained  by  the  evidence. 
Blackwell  v.  Adams,  28  Mo.  App.  61 ;  Holbrook  v.  McCarthy,  61 
Cal.  216. 

Sec.  135.    Sale  by 'broker  at  $1,500,  after  he  nid  he  could 
not  and  asked  lower  terms,  unauthoriied. 

Where  an  agent  authorized  to  sell  for  $1,500,  if  at  once, 
stated  he  could  not  and  asked  for  lower  terms,  and  after  a 
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month  with  no  other  authority,  he  sold  for  $1,500,  the  sale  was 
miaathorized.    Matthews  v.  Soule,  12  Neb.  398. 

860.  186.    Without  a  tpeoial  contract,  broker  to  lind  a  pnr- 
diaser  requires  a  sale  to  be  entitled  to  conunissions. 

A  real  estate  broker  employed  by  the  owner,  without  any 
special  agreement,  to  find  a  purchaser,  is  not  entitled  to  claim 
commissions  upon  the  price,  although  he  finds  a  person  willing 
to  purchase  upon  the  terms  fixed,  unless  the  owner  accepts  the 
purchaser  and  an  actual  sale  is  effected;  Pratt  y.  Patterson,  7 
Phila.  (Pa.)  135.  Affirmed  112  Pa.  St.,  475;  this  is  contrary  to 
the  prevailing  doctrine.  Walsh  v.  Hastings,  20  Colo.  243,  38  P. 
324 ;  Oilmore  v.  Bailey,  103  111.  App.  245 ;  Stephens  v.  Scott,  43 
Kan.  285,  23  P.  555;  Dreisbach  v.  Rollins,  39  Kan.  268,  18  P. 
187 ;  Locke  v.  Griswold,  96  Mo.  App.  527,  70  S.  W.  400 ;  PoUard 
V.  Banks,  67  Mo.  App.  187 ;  Crowley  Co.  v.  Meyers,  69  N.  J.  L. 
245,  55  A.  305;  Brumdage  v.  McCormick,  23  N.  Y.  S.  262,  69 
Hun,  65;  Chrmley  v.  Dangel,  100  N.  B.  1084,  214  Mass.  5;  Rey- 
nolds ▼.  Anderson,  132  P.  322,  37  Okl.  368,  46  L.  B.  A.  114; 
Oarver  y.  Thoman,  135  P.  724,  15  Ariz.  38;  Leadville  Mining 
Co.  V.  Hemphill  149  P.  384,  17  Ariz.  146;  Murray  v.  Miller,  166 
S,  W.  636,  112  Ark.  227,  Ann.  Cas.  1916  B,  974;  McCombs  v. 
Moss,  181  S.  W.  907,  121  Ark.  633;  Scott  v.  Cleveland,  183  S.  W. 
197,  122  Ark.  269;  Cissel,  Talbot  &  Co,  v.  Hayden,  41  App.  D. 
C.  477;  Addison  v.  Blair,  42  App.  D.  C.  331;  Kice  v.  Dugan,  137 
S.  W.  240,  143  Ky.  676 ;  Nation  v.  Harness,  126  P.  799,  33  Okl. 
630;  Menton  v.  Richards,  163  P.  1177,  —  Okl.  Sup.  — ;  Cannon 
V.  Bates,  80  S.  E.  681,  116  Va.  711;  Sullivan  v.  Brown,  64  S. 
465,  67  Pla.  133;  Meyer  v.  Keating  Land  &  Mtge.  Co.,  148  N. 
W.  — ,  126  Minn.  409;  Duncan  v.  Turner,  154  S.  W.  816,  171 
Mo.  App.  661 ;  Hammach  v.  Friend,  166  S.  W.  647,  180  Mo.  App. 
472 ;  Oriffith  v.  Bradford,  138  S.  W.  1072,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 
See  also  Sec.  113. 

Sec.  1S7.    Bale  by  one  of  rival  broken  puts  an  end  to  oon- 
tract  with  the  others. 

Owners  of  property  often  leave  it  for  sale  with  several  dif- 
ferent brokers  at  the  same  time;  in  such  cases  the  several  bro- 
kers have  concurrent  authority  to  sell,  but  a  sale  by  one  of  them, 
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with  the  knowledge  of  the  others^  puts  an  end  to  the  agency  of 
the  others  by  removing  the  subject-matter  of  the  agency;  since 
they  can  have  no  further  power  than  their  principal  has,  and  he 
having,  by  his  agent,  once  sold  the  property  to  one  person,  can 
not  rightfully  sell  it  again  to  another.  Ctishman  v.  Olaver,  11 
111.  600.    See  also  Sec.  15. 

Where  an  owner  employed  a  broker  to  procure  a  purchaser  for 
a  commission  in  excess  of  a  specified  sum  received  for  the  prop- 
erty, and  the  broker,  without  authority,  employed  a  third  person 
who  brought  about  a  sale  for  more  than  the  specified  sum,  and 
the  owner  accepted  from  the  broker  the  specified  sum  and  con- 
veyed the  land,  without  knowing  that  the  third  person  had 
claimed  to  act  as  his  agent,  the  owner  was  not  liable  to  the  third 
person  for  commissions.  Benham  v.  Ferris,  124  N.  W.  638,  159 
Mich.  632 ;  Belden  v.  Kellwood  Beaity  Co.,  131  N.  Y.  Supp.  680, 
74  Misc.  Eep.  61. 

Sec.  138.    Whethet  agent  was  to  be  paid  commissioxui  on  both 
auction  and  private  sales  question  for  the  jury. 

The  court  properly  charged  that  as  there  are  different  kinds 
of  sales  of  lands,  and  if  the  contract  does  not  specify  the  kind, 
it  is  for  the  jury  to  determine  from  the  evidence  and  the  letters 
forming  the  contract,  and  the  attending  circumstances,  as  to 
whether  it  included  only  auction  sales,  or  both  auction  and  pri- 
vate sales,  for  which  plaintiff  was  to  receive  commissions.  Cooli- 
gan  v.  Milwaukee  &  Sault  8te.  M.  Im.  Co.,  79  Wis.  471,  48  N. 
W.  717.    Compare  Sec.  972. 

Sec.  139.    Sale  by  agent  of  property  acquired  from  principal 
liable  to  latter  for  profits. 

Where  a  real  estate  agent  makes  a  purchase  of  land*  of  his 
principal,  without  his  knowledge,  using  a  third  party  as  a  me- 
dium through  whom  to  secure  a  deed,  and  then  sells  the  prop- 
erty at  an  advance,  he  will  be  held  accountable  to  the  owner  for 
the  profits  realized.  Merriam  v.  Johnson,  86  Minn.  61,  90  N.  W. 
116;  Krhut  v.  Phares,  80  Kan.  615,  103  P.  117;  Mechem  on  Ag., 
469. 


SALES  OF  BBAL  B8TATB.  161 

8ec.  lS9a.    Par^  to  exchange  not  entitled  to  recover  com- 
pensation received  by  broker  from  other  par^  thereto. 

Where  plaintiff  fixed  his  own  terms  and  employed  defendant 
merely  to  procure  acceptance,  defendant  being  also  the  agent  of 
the  other  party  to  the  exchange,  and  known  to  plaintiff  to  be  such, 
compensation  received  by  defendant  from  the  other  party  was  not 
a  **secret  profit^'  to  which  plaintiff  was  entitled.  Carothera  v. 
Caine,  175  P.  478,  —  Cal.  App.  — . 

Sec.  140.    Sale  without  written  authority  excepted  from  the 
operation  of  the  statute  as  to  employment  of  brokers. 

Where,  in  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commission  on  a  sale  of 
real  estate,  defendant's  answer  admitted  the  employment  of  plain- 
tiff as  a  broker,  and  it  appeared  that  the  contract  of  exchange  of 
properties  negotiated  by  plaintiff  was  signed  through  his  efforts, 
these  facts  took  the  case  out  of  the  purview  of  the  penal  act, 
making  it  a  misdemeanor  for  one  to  offer  real  estate  for  sale 
without  written  authority.  Hough  v.  Baldwin,  99  N.  Y.  S.  545, 
50  Misc.  546. 

Sec.  140a.    Contracts  held  not  within  statute  of  firauds. 

The  promise  of  a  purchaser  to  pay  half  the  commissions 
claimed  by  real  estate  agents  of  the  vendor,  the  vendor  denying 
he  owed  them  anything,  and  stating  that  rather  than  pay  them 
the  trade  would  be  off,  is  not  within  the  statute  of  frauds.  Bar- 
ney &  nines  V.  Jackson,  66  S.  426,  108  Miss.  169. 

A  contract  with  brokers  to  sell  certain  land  at  a  specified 
price,  within  one  year,  or  within  90  days  thereafter,  if  the  deal 
should  then  be  pending,  and  for  the  payment  of  stated  commis- 
sions, was  a  contract  for  services  to  be  performed  within  one  year, 
and  was  not  required  to  be  in  writing.  Axe  v.  Tolbert,  146  N".  W. 
418,  179  Mich.  566. 

Sec  141.    Sale  by  second  agent  to  client  of  first,  at  lower 
price,  latter  not  entitled  to  commissions. 

A  real  estate  agent  employed  to  sell  for  a  specific  price  is 
not  entitled  to  his  compensation  on  production  of  a  person  to 
whom  the  property  is  sold  by  another  agent  at  a  lower  price. 
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Wolff  V.  Bosenbergy  67  Mo.  App.  403;  Armes  v.  Cameron,  19 
D.  C.  435;  Carlson  v.  Nathan,  43  111.  App.  364;  Means  v.  atone, 
4A  111,  App.  444 ;  Livezy  v.  Miller,  61  Md.  336 ;  Crowningshield  v. 
Foster,  169  Mass.  237,  47  N.  E.  879 ;  Chandler  v.  Sutton,  5  Daly 
(N.  Y.)  112;  Powell  V.  Anderson,  15  Daly  219,  4  N.  Y.  S.  706; 
De  Zavola  v.  Rozaliner,  84  N.  Y.  S.  969;  Friedman  v.  Have- 
myer,  56  N.  Y.  S.  97,  37  App.  Div.  518;  Felmxin  v.  O'Brien,  51 
N.  Y.  S.  309,  23  Misc.  341 ;  Hendricks  v.  Danick,  19  N.  Y.  S. 
414;  Powell  V.  Lamb,  1  N.  Y.  S.  431;  Land  Mtge.  Bk.  v.  Eargis, 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.  '02),  70  S.  W.  362;  White  v.  Crocker,  226  S.  W. 
1018,  —  Mo.  App.  — .  See  also  Sees.  408,  422.  Compare  Sec. 
454. 

See.  142.    Sale  by  owner  before  a  sale  by  agent  bars  commis- 
sions. 

An  owner  of  land  was  solicited  by  plaintiffs  to  place  it  in 
their  hands  for  sale,  and  wrote  that  he  must  have  a  certain  fixed 
price  for  the  land,  and  that  plaintiffs  could  have  all  they  could 
get  over  and  above  that;  plaintiffs  found  a  purchaser,  but  did 
not  notify  the  owner  until  he  had  sold  to  another  person.  Held, 
that  the  plaintiffs  were  not  entitled  to  a  commission.  Helling  v. 
Darby,  71  Kan.  107,  79  P.  1073 ;  Hodge  v.  Appellees,  107  N.  Y. 
S.  170,  122  App.  Div.  437 ;  Ettinghof  v.  Harovitz,  100  N.  Y.  S. 
1002,  115  App.  Div.  671.  See  also  Sec.  15.  English  v.  Wm. 
Oeorge  Realty  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '09),  117  S.  W.  996;  Beeves 
V.  Ness,  135  N.  W.  695,  —  Iowa,  — ;  Hease  v.  Ullman,  131  N.  Y. 
Sup.  1050,  148  App.  Div.  40;  Barrow  v.  Newton,  55  Pa.  Super. 
Ct.  387;  Cleveland'CKffs  Iron  Co.  v.  Gamble,  201  P.  329,  119 
C.  C.  A.  507 ;  Ferguson  v.  Willard,  196  P.  370,  116  C.  C.  A.  406 ; 
Dreyfus  v.  Richardson,  130  P.  161,  20  Cal.  App.  800;  Tebo  v. 
Weld,  92  A.  876,  5  Boyce,  255  (Del.  Super.) ;  Hill  v.  Horsley, 
82  S.  E.  225,  142  Ga.  12;  Humphreys  &  Jackson  v.  Smith,  63 
S.  E.  248,  5  Ga.  App.  340;  Moore  v.  May,  73  S.  E.  29,  10  Ga. 
App.  198;  Stallworth  v.  Martin  Osbom  Realty  Co.,  87  S.  B. 
1094,  17  Ga.  App.  689;  Doggett  v.  Greene,  98  K  E.  219,  254 
111.  134,  Ann.  Cas.  1913  B,  1166,  rev.  judg.  163  111.  App.  369; 
Donnewitz  v.  Miller,  179  111.  App.  185;  Barney  v.  Taeoo  Delta 
Land  Co.,  101  N".  E.  96,  179  Ind.  337;  McPike  v.  Siver,  150  N. 
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W.  52,  168  Iowa,  149 ;  Crawford  v.  Cicotte,  162  N.  W.  1065,  186 
Mich.  269 ;  HuHihal  v.  Dalherg,  153  S.  W.  1066,  168  Mo.  App. 
538;  Lanx  v.  Hoyl,  123  P.  949,  45  Mont.  445;  Shober  v.  Black- 
ford, 127  P.  320,  46  Mont.  194;  ParJchurt  v.  Tryon,  119  N.  Y. 
Sup.  184,  134  App.  Div.  843;  Wallace  v.  Atkinson,  162  P.  1094, 
—  Okl.  Sup.  — ;  Head-Berry  Co.  v.  Bannister,  153  P.  669;  Orif- 
fith  V.  Cowan,  57  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  625;  Granger  if.  E.  Exc,  v. 
Anderson,  145  S.  W.  262,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ;  Hammond  v. 
Man,  124  P.  377,  69  Wash.  204,  40  L.  B.  A.  (N.  S.)  1142;  Lord 
V.  Ifapato  Inv.  Co.,  142.  P  1172,  81  Wash.  561,  judg.  aflE.  on  re. 
152  P.  329,  84  Wash.  696;  Long  v.  Flory  &  Oarber,  72  S.  E. 
723,  112  Va.  721 ;  Westerman  v.  Peer  Inv.  Co.,  195  S.  W.  78,  — 
Mo.  App.  — ;  Irwin  v.  Moore,  212  S.  W.  710,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
— ;  Case  v.  Ralph,  188  P.  640,  —  TJtah  Sup.  — ;  Ludemun  v. 
English,  189  P.  531,  —  Okl.  Sup.  — ;  Cook  v.  Salisbury,  225  S. 
W.  112,  —  Mo.  App.  — .    See  also  Sec.  464. 

Sec.  142a.    Broker  entitled  to  comxniflBion  for  sale  made  by 
the  owner. 

A  stipulation  in  a  broker's  contract  for  compensation  in  the 
event  of  a  sale  by  the  owner  himself  is  valid,  where  the  broker 
has  used  ordinary  diligence  to  make  a  sale  of  the  property.  Fut- 
rell  V.  Reeves,  176  S.  W.  1151,  166  Ky.  282. 

The  owner  of  land  may  not,  while  it  is  in  the  hands  of  a 
broker  for  sale,  consummate  a  sale  with  one  who  has  become  in- 
terested as  proposed  purchaser  through  the  broker's  efforts,  and 
thereupon  escape  liability  for  a  conmiission.  De  Perow  v. 
Groomes,  42  App.  D.  C.  227;  Treacy  v.  Oilman,  171  S.  W.  153, 
161  Ky.  613 ;  American  Trust  Co.  v.  Ooode,  80  S.  E.  62,  164  N. 
C.  19;  Id.  83  S.  E.  650,  167  N.  C.  338;  Wame  v.  Johnston,  48 
Pa.  Super.  Ct.  98. 

Sec.  142b.    Broker  not  entitled  to  commisaion  on  sale  by 
owner  after  end  of  employment. 

Broker  not  entitled  to  a  commission  upon  a  sale  of  the  prop- 
erty by  the  owner  after  the  time  allowed  the  broker  for  procur- 
ing a  purchaser,  though  sale  afterwards  resulted  from  broker's 
offer.    Slotboom  v.  Simpson  Lumber  Co.,  136  P.  641,  67  Or.  516, 
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Ann.  Cas.  1916  C,  339,  den.  re.  136  P.  889,  67  Or.  516;  Morris 
V.  Jackson,  72  S.  E.  444,  9  Ghi.  App.  848;  Lewis  v.  Hanson,  61 
S.  836,  132  La.  817. 

Sec.  143.    Where  vendor  and  customer  disagree  as  to  terms 
of  sale,  and  broker  acquiesces,  bars  commissions. 

A  real  estate  agent  is  not  entitled  to  commissions  for  a  sale 
of  land,  where,  before  the  completion  of  the  sale  the  parties 
disagree  as  to  terms,  and  the  transaction  is  considered  at  an 
end,  if  the  agent  acquiesces  in  such  rescission  of  the  contract, 
though  the  owner  subsequently  places  it  in  the  hands  of  another 
agent  who  sells  it  on  practically  the  same  terms  to  the  pur- 
chasers secured  by  the  first  agent,  unless  fraud  or  bad  faith 
be  shown.    Oirardieu  v.  Oibson,  122  Qa.  313,  50  S.  B.  91. 

Sec.  144.    Sale  for  cash  is  complied  with  by  broker  selling  to 
be  paid  on  execution  of  deed. 

"Where  the  terms  of  a  contract  between  the  owner  of  land 
and  a  broker  who  was  to  procure  a  purchaser,  required  a  cash 
provided  that  if  the  owner  desired  to  retain  possession  for  a 
time  he  could  do  so  by  paying  interest  on  the  money,  a  cash 
sale  was  provided  for.    Fisher  v.  Bell,  91  Ind.  243. 

Sec.  146.    Broker  selling  contract  of  sale,  vendee  refusing  to 
assign,  entitled  to  commissions. 

Where  plaintiffs  were  employed  as  brokers  to  sell  a  contract 
for  the  sale  of  real  estate  at  a  profit  of  $1,000  net  to  their 
clients,  and  they  produced  a  purchaser  ready,  able  and  willing 
to  take  the  contract  on  the  terms  prescribed,  but  defendant 
refused  to  assign  the  same,  and  sold  it  to  another,  plaintifh 
performed  their  obligations  and  were  entitled  to  recover  com- 
missions.   Levy  V.  Trimble,  94  N.  Y.  S.  3,  47  Misc.  394. 

Sec.  146.    Sale  of  public  land,  broker  to  recover  commissions 
must  show  he  effected  attendance  of  purchaser. 

Where  a  real  estate  broker  claims  compensation  for  securing 
the  attendance  of  a  purchaser  at  a  public  land  sale,  he  must 
at  least  show  he  had  some  effect  upon  the  purchaser's  attend- 
ance.   Perkins  v.  UnderhiU,  103  N.  Y.  S.  25,  118  App.  Div.  170. 
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Sea  147.    FUdntiff  to  ]dftt  and  idl,  and  paj  $160  an  acre  to 
dif andant,  was  a  contraot  for  the  lale  of  lands. 

A  contract  whereby  defendant  agreed  to  sell  plaintiff,  or 
his  assigns,  certain  lands  for  $150  per  acre,  plaintiff  to  plat 
the  land  and  sell  it,  and  to  pay  the  proceeds  to  defendant  until 
Ae  latter  had  received  $150  per  acre,  was  a  contract  for  the 
sale  of  lands,  not  a  mere  brokerage  contract  which  defendant 
had  a  right  to  forfeit  by  reason  of  non-i>erf ormance.  Whipple 
V.  Lee,  46  Wash.  266,  89  P.  712. 

Sec  148.    Broker  failing  to  sell,  and  owner  by  reducing  price 
selling  to  cnstomer,  not  entitled  to  commissions. 

Where  a  broker's  efforts  to  procure  a  purchaser  fail,  because 
of  the  purchaser's  refusal  to  purchase  on  the  terms  fixed  by 
the  broker,  and  the  negotiations  between  them  are  broken,  the 
fact  that  the  owner  subsequently  negotiated  with  the  customer 
and  effected  a  sale  to  him  in  consequence  of  modif3diig  the  terms 
thereof,  does  not  entitle  the  broker  to  commissions.  8cha/us  y. 
Siorck,  107  N.  Y.  S.  26,  56  Misc.  484.    See  also  Sec.  447. 


CHAPTER  m. 

EXOHANaSS  OF  SEAL  ESTATE. 


Sec.  149.  In  estimating  conuniisionB  on  an  exdiaage,  the 
actual  and  not  the  trade  valne  is  the  basis. 

In  estimating  the  commissions  for  a  sale  of  real  estate,  where 
part  of  the  price  was  paid  in  town  lots,  the  actual  and  not 
the  trade  value  of  the  property  should  be  considered.  Boyd  v. 
Watson,  101  Iowa,  214,  70  N.  W.  120 ;  Porter  v.  HoUingsworth, 
62  N.  Y.  S.  796,  30  Misc.  628 ;  Colland  v.  Trepet,  70  111.  App. 
228;  Davidson  v.  WUls  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '06),  96  S.  W.  634.  See 
also  Sec.  185. 

Sec.  160.  Broker  to  elTeot  exchange  ordinarily  entitled  to 
commissions  on  execution  of  contract  therefor. 

A  broker  employed  to  effect  an  exchange  of  land  ordinarily 
becomes  entitled  to  a  commission  upon  the  execution  of  a  con- 
tract therefor.  Blaydos  v.  Adams,  35  Mo.  App.  526 ;  Shanks  v. 
Michael,  4  Gal.  App.  553,  88  P.  596;  RohJeohl  v.  Sussman,  113 
N.  Y.  Sup.  586,  61  Misc.  Eep.  246;  Carrington  v.  Smithers,  147 
P.  225,  26  Cal.  App.  460;  Keinath,  Schuster  &  Hudson  v.  Reed, 
137  P.  841,  18  N.  M.  358;  Carroll  v.  Laf green,  170  111.  App.  328; 
Mercantile  Trust  Co.  v.  Johnson,  160  S.  W.  535,  177  Mo.  App. 
503;  Duncan  v.  Turner,  154  S.  W.  816,  171  Mo.  App.  661;  Jen- 
nings V.  Overholt,  172  S.  W.  440,  186  Mo.  App.  505;  Deweese  v. 
Brown,  135  P.  800,  55  Colo.  430;  Jauman  v.  McCusick,  137  P. 
254,  166  Cal.  517.    See  also  Sec.  186. 

Sec.  161.  Broker  may  recover  commissions  for  effecting  an 
exchange  though  property  received  not  discussed  in  the 
negotiations. 

Where  a  vendor  employs  a  broker  to  bring  about  an  exchange 
of  realty,  and  the  broker  brings  the  owner  and  another  together, 
166 
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may  lecoTer  his  commissioxiB  on  an  exchange,  although  the 
property  received  was  not  that  itnder  discnssion  when  the  broker 
last  appeared  in  the  negotiations*  French  v.  McKay,  181  Mass. 
485,  63  N.  E.  1068. 

Sea  161a.    Broker  not  entitled  to  commiBsion  on  exchange 
effected  with  hia  cnatomer  by  another  broker. 

A  broker  can  not  recover  commission  where  he  introduced  a 
party  for  the  purpose  of  effecting  an  exchange  of  property,  and 
thereafter  an  exchange  is  made  to  such  purchaser  by  another 
broker  for  different  lands  than  contemplated  in  the  first  trans* 
action.    Taung  v.  Dempsey,  67  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  534. 


See.  102.   Where  principal  reoelTes  good  title  to  property  cobp 
▼eyed  cannot  defeat  broker'a  oonuniasiona  for  ezohage. 

Where  the  principal  in  an  exchange  of  property  actually 
receives  a  good  title  to  the  property  conveyed  to  him,  he  can 
not  defeat  an  action  by  his  broker  for  commissions  on  the 
ground  that  his  contract  to  sell  was  invalid.  Schlevinger  v. 
Jud,  70  N.  Y.  S.  616,  61  App.  Div.  453. 

Sec.  1B3.    Broker  supplying  person  willing  to  exchange  must 
show  coatomer  able  before  he  can  recover  commiaidons. 

A  real  estate  agent  vrho  finds  a  purchaser  on  the  terms  fixed 
by  the  owner  of  the  property,  such  purchaser  being  ready, 
willing  and  able  to  take  a  conveyance  and  pay  the  purchase 
price,  has  earned  his  commissions;  the  fact  that  the  contract 
involved  an  exchange  of  lands,  does  not  change  the  rule  an- 
nounced. Herscher  v.  Wells,  103  111.  App.  418;  Moskamtz  v. 
Homberger,  38  N.  Y.  S.  114, 15  Misc.  645;  Freedman  v.  Gordon, 
4  Colo.  App.  343,  35  P.  879 ;  Davie  v.  Ooitechalic,  141  N.  Y.  Sup. 
517,  80  Misc.  Bep.  530;  Mathews  v.  Olobe-Star  Realty  Co.,  167 
8.  W.  764,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ;  Stackell  v.  Hayes,  137  N.  Y. 
Sup,  854;  Stewart  v.  Will,  131  P.  1027,  65  Or.  138;  Lanham  v. 
Cochrell,  194  S.  W.  936,  aff.  judg.  Civ.  App.,  152  S.  W.  189 ;  — 
Tex.  Sup.  — ;  Hadde  v.  Milone  R.  E.  Co.,  196  S.  W.  347,  — 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ;  Line  v.  F eider,  208  S.  W.  409,  —  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  — ;  Morrison  v.  Jackson,  85  S.  573,  —  Ala.  App.  — . 
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Sec  151.  That  ourtomer  does  not  own  property  offered,  no 
gronnd  for  principal's  refusal,  where  he  has  a  oontract 
for  the  purchase  of  the  land,  to  exchange. 

Although  the  customer  does  not  own  the  fee  of  the  property 
offered  by  him,  this  is  insufScient  ground  for  the  principal's 
refusal  to  make  the  exchange^  where  the  customer  has  a  contract 
for  the  purchase  of  the  property,  and  is  ready  and  willing  to 
carry  out  the  agreement.  Bauman  y.  Nevins,  65  N.  Y.  S.  84,  52 
App.  Div.  290.    See  also  Sees.  87,  180. 

Sec.  164a.  That  he  owned  only  half  interest  in  property  no 
excuse  for  failure  to  pay  broker. 

Fact  that  one  who  engaged  a  realty  broker  to  sell  land  owned 
only  a  half  interest  was  no  justification  for  his  failure  to  convey 
title^  and  excusing  his  refusal  to  pay  the  broker  who  procured  a 
purchaser,  he  having  stated  at  the  time  the  broker  was  engaged 
that  his  title  was  good.  Jansen  v.  Mitchell,  209  S.  W.  495,  — 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

Sec.  156.  That  land  was  conveyed  to  customer  in  firand  of 
grantor's  creditors  no  ground  for  refusal  to  exchange. 
The  fact  that  the  land  was  conveyed  to  the  customer  in  fraud 
of  his  grantor's  creditors,  where  such  grantor  had  an  absolute 
title,  is  no  ground  for  the  principal's  refusal  to  complete  the 
exchange,  where  the  creditors  have  not  impeached  the  con- 
veyance. Mason  v.  Hinds,  19  N.  Y.  S.  996.  In  another  case  the 
contrary  doctrine  was  sustained.  Moskowitz  v.  Hornbergerp  46 
N.  Y.  S.  462,  20  Misc.  558. 

lee.  156.  To  recover  conmdssions  for  an  exchange  which  falls 
by  defect  in  customer's  title,  the  broker  mutt  have  Mted 
in  good  faith. 

To  entitle  a  broker  to  a  commission,  where  the  exdiange  falls 
through  because  of  a  defect  in  the  customer's  title,  the  broker 
must  have  acted  in  good  faith.  Comes  v.  Howard,  180  Mass. 
569,  63  N".  E.  122;  Roche  v.  Smith,  176  Mass.  595,  58  K  E.  152; 
Rockwell  V.  Newton,  44  Conn.  333. 
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Sec.  lB8ik    Broker  to  an  exchange  required  to  act  in  good 
faith  to  both  parties. 

A  broker  for  both  parties  to  an  exchange  of  land  owes  to  each 
the  same  good  faith  that  he  would  have  owed  to  either  had  he 
been  a  single  agent.  Dougherty  v.  Stocks,  172  S.  W.  616,  185  Mo. 
App.  541.  Broker  employed  to  procure  a  purchaser  must  act  in 
the  interest  of  the  owner  and  must  disclose  to  him  any  knowl- 
edge relating  to  prospective  purdhasers.  Dickinson  v.  Tyson,  103 
N.  E.  703,  209  N.  Y.  396,  rev.  jndg.  132  N.  Y.  Sup.  1126,  148 
App.  Div.  894. 

Sea  167.    Broker  does  not  earn  commissionB  for  an  exchange 
by  prodndng  an  irresponsible  customer. 

A  broker  employed  to  carry  out  an  exchange  of  lands  does  not 
earn  his  commissions,  where  he  brings  to  his  employer  a  person 
who  assumes  to  contract  as  owner,  although  he  is  not,  of  which 
fact  the  broker  knows,  and  within  the  few  days  allowed  for  per- 
formance proves  unable  to  perform  his  contract  and  is  irrespon- 
sible. Bumham  v.  Upton,  174  Mass.  408,  54  N.  E.  873 ;  Norman 
?.  Beuther,  54  N.  Y.  S.  152,  25  Misc.  161 ;  Mason  v.  Small,  109 
S.  W.  822,  130  Mo.  App.  249 ;  Bird  v.  Bowell,  167  S.  W.  1172, 
180  Mo.  App.  421 ;  Wiley  v.  Stormont,  38  App.  D.  C.  99 ;  Con- 
nor  V.  Eiggins,  132  P.  849,  21  Cal.  App.  756 ;  Schmidt  v.  Dunne, 
163  N.  Y.  Sup.  616.    See  also  Sec.  1053b. 

See.  157a.    To  earn  commission,  broker  must  prodnce  one 
willing  to  exchange  on  stated  terms. 

A  broker  employed  to  procure  a  person  ready,  able  and  willing 
to  contract  for  an  exchange  of  real  estate  on  terms  satisfactory 
to  both  parties  to  the  exchange,  is  not  entitled  to  a  commission 
unless  he  produces  a  person  willing  to  exchange  on  the  terms 
named  by  the  owner.  Bucksdorf  v.  Bender,  141  N.  Y.  Supp.  515, 
80  Misc.  Bep.  498;  Davis  v.  OottschaJk,  141  N.  Y.  Sup.  517,  80 
Kisc.  Bep.  530. 

See.  168.   Ability  to  mako  exchange  does  not  depend  on  finan- 
cial responsibility  bnt  on  ownership  of  the  property. 

The  broker  must  show  that  the  purchaser  is  able  to  make  the 
exchange,  and  this  ability  is  not  proved  by  the  mere  production 
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of  deeds  on  his  part,  without  some  showing  that  he  also  had 
title  to  the  properties  he  was  willing  to  deed.  His  ability  does 
not  depend  upon  general  financial  standing,  but  upon  his  being 
the  owner  of  the  land  it  was  proposed  to  exchange.  Herscher  v. 
Wells,  103  111.  App.  418. 

See.  158a.    Purchaser  financially  able^  fhongh  he  had  to  bor- 
row part  of  purchase  money. 

That  a  customer  procured  by  a  real  estate  agent  was  financially 
able,  so  as  to  entitle  a  broker  to  a  commission,  is  suflSciently 
shown  by  the  fact  that  he  bought  on  the  authorized  terms, 
though  he  had  to  borrow  part  of  the  purchase  money.  Elwoodr 
Emerson  Land  Co.  v.  Bleasdale,  139  N.  W.  564,  —  Iowa  Sup.  — . 

Sec  159.    Formal  contract  to  convey  properly  in  exchange 
not  snflScient  prima  facie  evidence  of  title  thereto. 

The  customer's  ability  is  not  proved  by  the  mere  production 
of  deeds  on  his  part,  without  some  showing  that  he  also  had 
title  to  the  property  he  was  willing  to  deed.  Herscher  v.  WeUs, 
103  111.  App.  418.    Compare  Sees.  161,  190. 

Sec.  160.    Petition  alleging  failure  to  make  exchange  defective 
in  alleging  contract  to  procure  a  purchaser. 

Where  a  petition  alleges  the  failure  of  defendant  to  make 
an  exchange  of  property  procured  by  the  plaintiff,  it  was  held 
defective  in  alleging  a  contract  to  procure  a  purchaser,  with 
an  implied  contract  to  pay  the  reasonable  value  of  the  services, 
consequently  there  was  no  breach  of  contract  for  which  the 
defendant  was  liable  in  damages  to  the  plaintiff,  and  the  de- 
murrer was  properly  sustained.  MvlhaU  v.  Bradley,  etc.,  Co., 
63  N.  Y.  S.  732,  50  App.  Div.  179. 

Sec.  161.    Deed  of  conveyance  competent  to  prove  exchange. 

The  defendant  having  assented  to  the  terms  of  the  written 
agreement  to  exchange,  the  agreement  and  the  deed  of  con- 
veyance were  competent  evidence  of  the  sale  and  the  considera- 
tion thereof.  Hewitt  v.  Brotim,  21  Minn.  163;  Fdinsbee  v. 
Sawyer,  157  N.  T.  196,  51  N.  E.  994 ;  Levy  v.  Coogan,  9  N.  T.  S. 
534,  16  Daly  137;  Cannon  v.  Castleman,  24  Ind.  App.  188,  55 
N.  E.  IIL   Compare  Sec.  159. 
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Sea  182.  Partidpatiii;  without  employmeiit  in  aa  ezoliaiige, 
broker  not  entitled  to  commiBsionB. 

One  participating  without  employment  or  authority  in  a 
transaction  resulting  in  an  exchange  of  property  is  not  entitled 
to  a  commission.  Merrill  v.  Latham,  8  Colo.  App.  263,  45  P. 
521    See  also  Sec  17. 

Where  broker  was  employed  by  one  party  to  a  trade,  that  the 
other  secured  a  benefit  from  the  broker's  services  in  the  selling 
of  his  property  would  not  authorize  inference  that  there  was  an 
implied  promise  to  pay  a  conmiission.  Yockum  y.  Oassett,  200 
S.  W.  582,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

Sec.  163.  One  may  recover  from  party  in  default  in  an  ex- 
change the  commissioni  paid  to  the  broker. 

Where  an  owner  of  real  estate  has  contracted  to  exchange  it 
for  property  owned  by  another,  whom  a  broker  he  employed 
hss  produced,  the  contract  providing  that  the  land  should  be 
conveyed  by  each  to  the  other  within  twenty  days  by  a  good 
and  sufficient  warranty  deed,  such  owner  may  recover  from 
the  customer  the  amount  of  the  commissions  paid  to  the  broker, 
where  such  customer  is  unable  to  convey  a  good  title  to  his 
property.  Bocke  v.  Smith,  176  Mass.  595,  58  N.  E.  152 ;  Yolke 
V.  Fish  (N.  J.  Ch.  '09),  72  A.  1011. 

Sec.  164.  Where  pieces  of  property  are  given  for  others  and 
the  difference  paid  in  cash,  a  sale  and  not  an  exchange. 

A  transaction  by  which  certain  pieces  of  property  are  given 
for  others,  a  definite  price  being  put  on  each,  and  the  difference 
paid  in  cash,  is  a  sale  and  not  an  exchange.  Thornton  v.  Moody 
(Tev.  Civ.  App.  '93),  24  S.  W.  331;  Ullman  v.  Land,  84  S.  W. 
294,  37  Tex.  Civ.  App.  422. 

To  constitute  an  exchange,  the  value  of  the  estates  should  be 
equal.    Bouvier,  L.  D.,  citing  CoJce-Litt  50. 

Sec.  165.  Broker  making  exchange,  where  principal  made 
contract,  not  responsible  for  misrepresentations  made  in 
good  faith. 

Where  a  real  estate  broker  employed  to  sell  land  negotiates  an 
exchange  for  other  lands,  his  principal  making  the  contract,  there 
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is  no  legal  duty  devolving  upon  the  broker  to  ascertain  correctly 
the  facts  affecting  the  value  of  the  lands  received  in  exchange, 
and  for  misrepresentations  made  to  his  principal  in  good  faith 
concerning  the  same  he  is  not  responsible.  Coe  v.  Ware,  40 
Minn.  404,  42  N.  W.  205 ;  Hussey  v.  Michael,  138  P.  596,  91  Kan. 
542.    See  also  Sec.  454. 

Sec.  165a.    Broker  entitled  to  commiasion  for  ezehange  with 
person  purporting  to  be  agent  of  another. 

That  the  broker  employed  to  procure  an  exchange  of  prop- 
erty for  defendant  produced  a  person  purporting  to  act  as  agent, 
with  whom  defendant  effected  an  exchange,  the  broker  could  re- 
cover commissions  without  showing  that  the  person  with  whom 
defendant  exchanged  property  was,  in  fact,  the  agent  of  the  pur- 
ported principal,  defendant,  by  contracting  with  the  person  pro- 
duced, having  relieved  the  broker  of  responsibility  for  the  agenf  s 
authority  to  make  the  exchange.  Callister  v.  Wichem,  131  N".  Y. 
Sup.  611,  147  App.  Div.  14. 

Sec.  16Sb.    Broker  not  entitled  to  conmuBsion  where  par^  to 
ezchangp  was  irresponsible. 

An  agent  held  not  entitled  to  a  commission  for  procuring  a 
contract  for  an  exchange  of  certain  properties,  where  it  appeared 
that  the  contract  had  been  fraudulently  altered  by  the  agent, 
and  that  the  person  procured  was  not  able,  ready  and  willing  to 
perform.    Van  Horn  v.  Wetterhold,  154  P.  274,  97  Kan.  126. 

See.  166.  Error  to  prevent  defendant  showing  that  broker  to 
effect  exchange  was  secretly  employed  by  other  party. 
In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  to  recover  commissions 
on  an  exchange  of  property  effected  by  him,  it  appearing  that 
plaintiff  was  in  the  employ  of  both  parties  to  the  exchange,  the 
court  erred  in  excluding  the  testimony  of  the  defendant  tend- 
ing to  show  that  it  was  ignorant  of  the  double  employment  of 
plaintiff,  of  which  plaintiff  testified  that  defendant  was  in- 
formed.   Candit  v.  Sill,  18  N.  T.  S.  97. 
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See.  167.    Power  to  sell  land  does  not  Inelnde  power  to  lease 
or  exchange  it. 

A  power  to  sell  land  does  not  include  the  power  to  lease  or 
exchange  it.  Trudo  v.  Anderson,  10  Mich.  357;  Lampkin  v. 
Wilson,  5  Heisk.  (Tenn.)  555;  Beese  v.  MedXock,  27  Texas  120; 
Lucas  V.  County  Rec,  Cass  Co.,  75  Neb.  351,  106  N.  W.  217. 

Sec.  168.    Styling  himself  agent  for  others  in  a  oontract  of 
exchange  bound  himself. 

Where  a  person  in  a  contract  for  the  exchange  of  lands  styled 
himself  ''agent  for  others,"  but  without  stipulating  in  their 
names  or  undertaking  to  bind  them  as  their  agent,  it  was  held 
that  he  was  named  as  agent  by  way  of  recital  only,  and  that 
he  was  personally  liable  on  the  contract  and  entitled  to  its 
benefits.  Couch  v.  Ingersoll,  2  Pick.  (Mass.)  292.  See  also 
Sec.  383. 

Sec.  109.    Exchange  made  by  owner  and  broker  did  nothing, 
latter  not  entitled  to  commissions. 

A  broker  can  not  recover  on  a  contract  fhat  he  should  have 
commissions  for  effecting  an  exchange  of  property  with  another, 
where  he  did  nothing  under  the  contract  and  does  not  show  that 
he  was  excused  from  rendering  services  under  his  employment, 
although  the  trade  was  consummated  by  the  owner.  Walton  v. 
McMorrow,  57  N.  Y.  S.  691,  39  App.  Div.   667.     See  also 

Sees.  19,  21,  454,  668. 

Sec.  169&.    iDtrodncing  broker  to  an  exchange  held  not  en- 
titUed  to  commission  when  effected  by  another. 

Plaintiff,  who  introduced  defendant  to  the  owner  of  city  prop- 
erty, for  which  defendant  afterwards  exchanged  his  land;  held, 
not  entitled  to  a  commission  where,  on  the  first  proposal,  defend- 
•ant  refused  to  exchange,  and  another  brought  about  the  exchange 
after  the  city  property  had  been  greatly  improved.  Sprague  v. 
Seever,  170  S.  W.  365,  186  Mo.  App.  318. 

Sec.  170.    Where  an  exchange  was  wrongfully  broken  off  by 
principal,  broker  entitled  to  commissions. 

Plaintiff,  employed  by  defendant  to  sell  or  trade  certain  land 
for  him,  procured  an  agreement  for  a  trade  with  the  owner  of 
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other  lands,  but,  before  the  deeds  were  delivered  by  the  parties, 
on  plaintiff's  claiming  commissions  from  agents  of  defendant,  to 
whom  he  had  meantime  given  control  of  all  his  real  estate,  they 
declared  the  trade  ^^ofP'.  Held,  that  plaintiff  could  recover  com- 
missions from  defendant  if  such  exchange  was  so  broken  off  or 
rescinded  by  his  authority.  Blaydos  v.  Adams,  35  Mo.  App.  526; 
Cotton  v.  Meadows,  147  S.  W.  221,  163  Mo.  App.  723;  Johnson 
V.  Stewart  &  Bay  Bdg.  Co.,  153  S.  W.  511,  171  Mo.  App.  643; 
Hull  V.  Eidt'Summerfield  Co.,  204  S.  W.  480,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
— ;  Stout  V.  Thomhill,  79  S.  W.  164,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

Broker  entitled  to  commission  for  an  exchange  which  the  owner 
wrongfully  refused  to  complete.  Hege,  Hachez,  Phillips  &  Co. 
V.  Hessel,  107  P.  376,  67  Wash.  499. 

See.  171.    Meaning  of  term  ''net  rental''  of  property  received 
in  exchange. 

Where  a  contract  between  the  owner  of  property  and  a  broker 
who  undertook  to  bring  about  an  exchange  for  certain  other 
property,  provided  that  such  property  should  have  an  annual 
net  rental  of  a  specified  sum,  it  meant  that  it  should  yield  that 
amount  above  all  liabilities  to  the  owner,  such  as  taxes,  assess- 
ments, etc.  McVicher,  etc.,  Realty  Co.  v.  Oarth,  97  N.  Y.  S. 
640,  111  App.  Div.  294. 

Sec.  172.    Broker  for  compensation  has  no  interest  or  title 
in  either  of  the  properties  exchanged. 

A  broker  bringing  about  an  exchange  of  properties  between 
tiie  owners  thereof,  pursuant  to  an  agreement  with  one  of  them 
stipulating  that  he  will  pay  to  the  broker  certain  sums  on  the 
signing  of  a  contract,  passing  of  the  title,  and  on  a  sale  of 
the  acquired  land,  has  no  title  or  interest  in  either  of  the  prop- 
erties. Lindheim  v.  Cen.  Nat.  Realty,  etc.,  Co.,  97  N.  Y.  S. 
619,  111  App.  Div.  275;  Mitschen  v.  Swensen  (Or.  Sup.  '09), 
99  P.  277.    See  Sec.  16. 

Sec.  173.    Mere  offer  by  other  party  to  pay  broker  doei  not 
show  employment  where  broko:  did  not  accept. 

A  statement  by  one  party  to  an  exchange  of  real  estate  thai 
he  had  offered  to  pay  the  broker  employed  by  the  other  party  a 
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eommiflsion  does  not  show  tbat  the  broker  accepted  employment 
by  both  parties,  where  he  admits  the  o£Fer,  but  states  that  he 
did  not  accept  it  Lebawitz  v.  CoUigan,  45  N.  Y.  S.  373,  18 
App.  Div.  624.    See  Sec.  72. 

Bee.  174.    Agreement  by  broker  to  wait  for  payment   of 
aocmed  comnuBsions  nnsnpported  by  a  consideration. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  to  recover  commissions  on  an 
exchange  of  property  effected  by  him,  whether  a  written  agree- 
ment by  plaintiff  to  wait  for  his  commissions  until  title  closed, 
was  signed  before  or  after  the  signing  of  the  contract  of  ex- 
change was  immaterial,  where  all  the  terms  of  the  written 
contract  of  exchange  were  folly  agreed  on,  on  the  preceding 
day,  the  sabsequent  agreement  to  wait  for  the  accraed  commis- 
sions being  unsupported  by  a  consideration.  Hough  v.  Bald- 
win, 99  N.  Y.  S.  545,  50  Misc.  546.    See  also  Sec.  19. 

Sec.  176.    Broker  effeoting  exchange  mtitled  to  cosunissiona 
although  terms  were  changed  by  the  parties. 

A  broker  employed  to  procure  a  purchaser  for  premises  at  a 
specified  price,  part  cash,  and  the  balance  secured  by  mort- 
gage, procured  a  third  person  to  enter  into  a  contract  with  the 
husband  of  the  owner  for  an  exchange  of  the  premises  for 
other  property;  the  owner  conveyed  the  premises  to  the  pur- 
chaser pursuant  to  the  arrangement.  Held,  that  the  broker  was 
entitled  to  his  commission,  though  the  transfer  was  made  on 
other  terms  than  those  originally  proposed,  and  though  the  con- 
yeyance  was  executed  after  the  expiration  of  the  time  fixed  to 
procure  a  purchaser.  Southuuitk  v.  Swaviemki,  99  N.  Y.  9> 
1079,  114  App.  Div.  681 ;  Beid  v.  McNvmey,  128  lowa^  350,  103 
N.  W.  1001 ;  Shanks  v.  Michael,  4  Cal.  App.  563,  88  P.  596.  See 
Sec.  14. 

Sec.  176a.    Broker  barred  commission  where  he  fraudulently 
altered  the  contract. 

Broker  not  entitled  to  a  commission  for  procuring  an  exchange 
where  the  contract  was  fraudulently  altered  by  him.  Van  Horn 
V.  Wetterhold,  164  P.  270,  97  Kan.  126. 
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Sec.  176.    Contract  for  effecting  exchanges  held  to  be  seyorable. 

Evidence  was  held  conclusive  that  a  contract  hy  which  ap- 
pellant agreed  to  pay  respondent  a  commission  of  one  dollar 
per  acre  for  procuring  contemplated  exchanges  of  real  estate, 
was  not  an  entire  but  a  severable  contract ;  the  respondent  was 
entitled  to  his  commissions  upon  effecting  one  of  the  contem- 
plated trades,  and  the  court  did  not  err  in  so  instructing  fhe 
jury.  Goodspeed  v.  MUler,  98  Minn.  457,  108  N.  W.  817.  See 
also  Sec.  496.    Compare  Sec.  493.    Mechem  on  Ag.,  Sec.  634. 

Sec.  177.    Exchange  dief  eated  by  existence  of  lease  broker  not 
entitled  to  commissions. 

Plaintiff,  a  real  estate  broker,  secured  a  customer  to  take 
defendant's  premises  in  exchange  for  his  own,  and  to  pay 
defendant  for  the  difference  in  the  value  of  the  equities;  no 
time  was  stipulated  as  to  when  the  exchange  should  take  effect, 
and  a  tenant  in  defendant's  premises  refused  to  vacate  without 
the  statutory  ninety  days'  notice,  and  defendant  refused  to 
perform  unless  the  purchaser  would  take  subject  to  the  lease; 
this  the  latter  refused  to  do,  and  the  transaction  was  not  con- 
summated. Held,  that  since  the  plaintiff  knew  of  the  existence 
of  the  lease,  he  had  not  perfected  a  contract  for  exchange  so  as 
to  be  entitled  to  the  commissions.  Mainhart  v.  Paerschke,  65 
N.  Y.  S.  494,  32  Misc.  97 ;  Low  v.  Woodbury,  95  N.  Y.  S.  336, 
107  App.  Div.  298.    See  Sec.  33. 

Seo.  177a.    Broker  entitled  to  commission  for  exchange  de- 
feated by  failure  to  pay  off  liens. 

Where  no  time  was  fized^  a  party  to  a  contract  for  an  exchange 
of  lands  has  a  reasonable  time  to  satisfy  liens,  and  the  broker 
who  effected  an  exchange  can  not  be  denied  commission  because 
one  party  did  not  immediately  free  his  property  from  all  liens. 
Carrington  v.  Smithers,  147  P.  226,  26  Cal.  App.  460. 

Sec.  178.    Interfering  broker  not  entitled  to  commissions  for 
effecting  an  exchange. 

A  letter  containing  an  offer  for  certain  real  estate  was  sent 
to  the  supposed  owner  thereof ,  who  turned  it  over  to  a  broker; 
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the  latter  forwarded  it  to  the  real  owner,  with  a  letter  suggesting 
that  said  one  was  the  agent  of  the  one  making  the  offer.  Held, 
that  the  broker  was  entitled  to  no  commissions  on  an  exchange 
subsequently  effected  as  a  result  of  the  negotiations.  Hamilton  y. 
Qillander,  49  N.  Y.  S.  663,  26  App.  Div.  156 ;  Shapiro  v.  Shapiro, 
103  N.  Y.  S.  305,  117  App.  Div.  817;  Swaney  Land  Co.  y.  Brad- 
ford, 165  N.  W.  362,  —  Iowa  Sup.  — .    See  Sec.  70. 

See.  179.    Exdumge  defeated  by  f aflnre  to  farniili  abstraet  of 
title,  broker  not  entitled  to  commisaionft. 

Plaintiff,  employed  by  defendant  to  find  a  purchaser  for  a 
Btoek  of  goods,  found  a  person  who  was  willing  to  buy,  if  real 
estate  which  he  had  was  accepted  in  payment ;  defendant  made  a 
written  proposition  in  which  he  agreed  to  accept  such  real  estate 
in  part  payment,  provided  the  purchaser,  among  other  things, 
furnished  an  abstract  showing  title  in  him;  the  purchaser  ac- 
cepted the  offer,  but  failed  to  furnish  an  abstract.  Held,  that 
the  acceptance  was  not  such  as  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  his 
eommissions  as  having  found  a  purchaser  able  and  willing  to 
buy  on  the  terms  proposed.  Marple  v.  Ives,  111  Iowa  602,  82 
N.  W.  1017.    See  also  Sees.  656,  274. 

See.  180.    Pnrehaser  able  to  give  title  to  property  offered  in 
ezehange,  broker  entitled  to  eommissions. 

A  broker  procuring  a  purchaser  able  to  give  title  to  the  prop- 
erty agreed  on  to  be  conveyed  by  him  as  part  of  the  trade,  on  the 
day  fixed  to  carry  out  the  trade,  is  entitled  to  his  commissions, 
though,  at  the  time  the  trade  was  arranged,  the  purchaser  did  not 
Lave  title  thereto.  Ravenscroft  v.  Chesmore  (Iowa  Sup.  '06), 
108  N.  W.  465.    See  also  Sees.  87,  154. 

Sec.  180a.    Broker  not  entitled  to  commission  for  an  ex- 
ehange  where  party  did  not  have  title  to  land. 

Broker  not  entitled  to  commission  for  an  exchange  which 
failed  because  one  of  the  parties  did  not  have  title  to  the  land. 
Bnyder  v.  Fidler,  112  N.  W.  546,  135  Iowa,  304. 
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860.  181.    Mistake  in  descriptiim  defeated  taroker'e  rif^t  to 
commiflsloiui  for  efFecting  an  ezohange. 

Defendant  agreed  to  pay  plaintiff  a  commission  for  finding  a 
purchaser  with  whom  he  could  exchange  his  stock  of  goods  for 
land,  and  the  plaintiff  secured  a  contract  with  P.  to  exchange 
a  certain  tract  of  land  for  defendant's  stock  of  goods,  but  by  a 
mistake  of  P.,  the  land  described  in  the  contract  was  not  owned 
by  him;  it  did  not  appear  that  defendant  was  aware  of  the 
mistake.  Held,  that  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  a  commission. 
Snyder  v.  Fidler,  135  Iowa  304, 112  N.  W.  546 ;  Hensd  v,  Witt, 
134  Wis.  55,  113  N.  W.  1093.    See  also  Sees.  59,  476. 

Sec.  182.    Failure  of  conditional  agreement  in  contract  of  ex- 
change defeated  broker's  right  to  commisaiona. 

Where  a  real  estate  agent  and  the  parties  to  the  proposed 
exchange  of  properties  understood  that  the  agreement  for  ex* 
change,  and  any  right  to  commissions,  was  dependent  on 
defendants  acquiring  outstanding  interests  in  the  property  they 
proposed  to  exchange,  and  that  their  acceptance  of  the  terms 
of  the  exchange  offered  by  the  other  parties  was,  in  fact,  con- 
ditional on  their  acquiring  such  interests,  commissions  can  not 
be  recovered  of  defendants,  their  failure  to  acquire  such  inter- 
ests not  having  been  by  their  procurement  or  connivance. 
Bieger  v.  Merrill,  125  Mo.  App.  541,  102  S.  W.  1072.    See  also 

Sees.  46^  108. 

Sec.  183.    misrepresentation  by  agent  to  effect  ezbhange  de- 
feated right  to  commissions. 

Where  a  real  estate  agent,  acting  for  both  parties  with  their 
knowledge  and  consent  in  an  exchange  of  lands,  misrepresented 
to  one  of  the  parties  that  the  other  was  the  owner  of  a  certain 
farm  and  rated  it  at  a  certain  value,  when  he  knew  that  the 
real  owner  was  offering  to  sell  for  much  less,  such  party  was 
entitled  to  discharge  him  as  agent,  and  he  was  not  entitled  to 
any  commissions  for  an  exchange  of  properties  thereafter  made 
between  the  parties.  Featherston  v.  Trone,  82  Ark.  381,  102 
S.  W.  196;  McDonald  v.  Kimmell,  70  Pa.  Super.  Ot  — .  See 
also  Sees.  313,  435,  451.    Compare  Sec.  165. 
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(toe  183a.  Broker  not  entitled  to  cmuniesion  for  ezchanfe 
which  failed,  property  being  hxMnestead,  and  wife  not 
joining  in  the  contract 

Broker  not  entitled  to  a  commission  for  exchange  which  failed, 
one  of  the  properties  being  a  homestead  and  wife  not  joining  in 
the  contract  of  exchange.  Laubscher  v.  Mixell,  163  N.  W.  335, 
171  Iowa,  88. 

Sec.  184.  In  action  for  conuniasionB  for  an  exchange,  receipt 
in  another  transaction  inadmissible. 

In  an  action  by  real  estate  brokers  for  a  commission  for 
negotiating  an  exchange  of  defendant 's  property,  which  defend- 
ant refused  to  carry  out,  a  receipt  given  by  one  of  the  plaintiffs 
to  defendant  for  a  commission  paid  him  by  defendant  for 
effecting  a  subsequent  exchange  of  the  same  property  with 
another  purchaser  is  inadmissible,  because  foreign  to  the  issues. 
Ooodman  v.  Linetzky,  107  N.  Y.  S.  50. 

Sec.  186.  Exchange  for  certain  amount  to  boot,  broker  «ititled 
to  commissions  upon  whole  value  of  property. 

Where  a  broker  is  entitled  to  commissions  on  a  sale  of  real 
estate,  and  the  land  is  disposed  of  by  an  exchange  for  a  cer- 
tain amount  to  boot,  his  commission  is  to  be  estimated  upon 
the  whole  value  of  the  property.  Carle  v.  Parent,  Montreal 
(Can.)  L.  Sep.,  5  Q.  B.  451.    See  also  Sec.  149. 

Sec  186.  Broker  entitled  to  commissions  on  efTecting  bind- 
ing contract  for  an  exchange. 

Where  defendant,  through  an  offer  by  plaintiff,  after  examina- 
tion of  a  parcel  of  land,  executed  a  contract  with  its  owner  to 
exchange  his  realty  for  such  parcel,  but  afterwards  refused  to 
execute  a  deed,  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  his  agreed  commissions,  in 
the  absence  of  evidence  that  it  was  dependent  upon  the  execution 
of  the  executory  contract.  Brown  v.  Grossman,  65  N.  Y.  S. 
1126,  53  App.  Div.  640 ;  Stanley  v.  Whitlow,  168  S.  W.  840,  181 
Mo.  App.  461;  Slocum  v.  Ostrander,  126  N.  Y.  Sup.  219,  141 
App.  Div.  380,  judg.  aff.  98  N.  B.  1115,  206  N.  Y.  617;  Allgood 
V.  Pahmey,  146  N.  W.  42,  164  Iowa,  540;  Wheeler  v.  Waymire, 
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164  p.  186,  100  Kan.  383 ;  Neuer  v.  Joffe,  166  N.  Y.  Sup.  113, 
179  App.  Div.  37;  Britton  v.  Eagan,  196  S.  W.  972,  —  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  — ;  Hill  V.  Huber,  202  S.  W.  785,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ; 
McCartney  v.  Shares,  188  P.  663,  —  Okl.  Sup.  — .  See  Sees. 
150,  188. 

Sec.  186a.    Broker  fairly  Becaring  agreement  for  exchange 
entitled  to  commission. 

Broker  securing  agreement  for  an  exchange,  as  there  is  no 
showing  that  it  was  obtained  by  duress,  menace,  etc.,  entitled  to 
recover  his  commission.  Lunden  v.  Ottis,  128  P.  386,  164  CaL 
183. 

8eo.  187.    Broker  barred  commissions  on  f  ailnre  of  exchange 
on  acconnt  of  encroachments. 

Where  defendant  entered  into  a  contract  for  the  exchange  of 
real  estate,  provided  that  if  the  other  party  to  the  agreement 
rejected  the  title  on  the  ground  of  bay-window  and  stoop-ledge 
encroachments,  the  deposit  paid  by  each  party  should  be  re- 
turned in  full  of  all  claims,  of  which  provision  plaintiff,  a 
broker  employed  by  defendant,  knew,  plaintiff  was  not  enti- 
tted  to  the  conmiission  on  the  rejection  of  defendant's  title 
because  of  such  encroachments.  Hough  v.  Baldmn,  99  N.  Y.  S. 
545,  50  Misc.  546. 

Sec.  188.    Brok«:  entitled  to  commissions  on  producing  one 
willing  to  exchange. 

Where  a  broker  was  employed  to  procure  a  purchaser  or  one 
wiUing  to  exchange  property,  his  contract  was  performed  when 
he  procured  a  purchaser  able  and  willing  to  purchase  or  ex- 
change, and  the  fact  that  he  made  any  material  misrepresenta- 
tions as  to  the  property  exchanged  for  his  clients,  was  no  bar 
to  his  recovery  of  his  commissions.  Nichols  v.  Whitacre,  112 
Mo.  App.  692,  87  S.  W.  594.    See  also  Sees.  150, 186.    Shepherd- 

league  Co.  v.  Herman  (Cal.  App.  *10),  107  P.  622;  Cotton  v. 
Meadows,  147  S.  W.  221,  163  Mo.  App.  723;  Bigham  v.  Linville, 
156  S.  W.  713,  170  Mo.  App.  354;  Weinemeyer  v.  Woodrum,  154 
S.  W.  894,  168  Mo.  App.  716;  BHlliant  v.  Samelas,  108  N.  E. 
1047,  221  Mass.  302. 
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Sea  189.    Proof  neoetsary  for  broker  to  recover  eommiairioM 
on  failure  to  oonsimunate  exchange. 

An  owner  employed  a  broker  to  procure  a  purchaser  for  his 
land  on  specified  terms;  the  broker  produced  a  third  person 
who  offered  to  buy  and  to  convey  certain  lands  in  exchange 
therefor,  and  to  pay  a  specified  sum  in  addition.  Held,  that 
the  broker,  in  order  to  recover  his  commissions,  may  prove  that 
the  owner  and  the  third  person  reached  an  agreement,  and  that 
the  third  person  had  title  to,  or  was  authorized  to  convey  the  land 
offered  in  exchange,  and  that  he  was  financially  able  to  respond 
in  damages  on  the  failure  of  title.  Blackledge  v.  Davis,  1^9 
Iowa,  591,  106  K  W.  1000 ;  Shipman  v.  N.  Y.  R.  E.  Asso.,  135 
N.  Y.  Sup.  571.    Compare  Herscher  v.  Wills,  103  111.  App.  418. 

See.  190.    Execution  of  contract  to  convey  prima  facie  evi- 
dence of  title  thereto. 

Proof  that  a  party  has  executed  a  formal  contract  to  convey 
certain  property  in  exchange  for  other  property  is  sufficient 
prima  fade  evidence  of  his  title  thereto,  in  an  action  by  a 
broker  for  commissions  on  effecting  an  exchange.  Muscowitz  v. 
Harnberger,  46  N.  Y.  S.  462,  20  Misc.  558.  Compare  Herscher 
T.  WaU,  103  111.  App.  418. 

lee.  101.    Broker  earns  commiBsions  when  both  parties  agree 
on  the  terma  of  an  exchange. 

A  broker  employed  to  secure  an  exchange  of  land  for  a  stock 
of  merchandise  earns  his  commissions,  when  the  owner  of  the 
stock  and  the  owner  of  the  land  procured  by  the  broker  agree 
CQ  the  terms  of  exchange,  the  ovimer  of  the  stock  having  the 
rig^t  to  reject  the  proposition  for  exchange,  if  acting  in  good 
faith.  Davidson  v.  WUls  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '06),  96  S.  W.  634; 
Perry  v.  Edelen,  164  S.  W.  645,  181  Mo.  App.  498;  Scarborough 
V.  Darnell  &  Stagner,  171  S.  W.  1049,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ; 
Micek  V.  WamJca,  161  N.  W.  467,  165  Wis.  97. 

Where  broker  employed  to  bring  about  an  exchange  of  prop- 
erty brought  the  parties  together,  and  they  agreed  on  an  ex- 
change, assent  of  broker  to  exchange  on  understanding  that  he 
would  receive  no  commission;  held,  not  to  prevent  recovery  of 
commissions,  as  he  conld  not  be  deprived  thereof,  even  with  his 
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consent,  without  consideration.    Connor  v.  Munsees,  145  N.  Y. 
Sup.  891. 

Where  a  contract  for  exchange  of  property  contained  an  agree- 
ment to  pay  broker's  commission,  as  previously  agreed  upon,  was 
negotiated  and  prepared  by  the  brokers,  who  had  it  signed  by 
one  party,  and  sent  by  the  brokers  to  the  other  party,  with  a 
letter  stating  that  if  the  offer  was  accepted  he  would  be  required 
to  pay  a  stated  commission;  the  contract  speaks  from  the  time 
it  was  signed  by  him,  and  not  from  its  date,  and,  in  the  absence 
of  any  other  agreement  for  commissions,  his  acceptance  of  that 
proposed  is  presumed.    Davidson  v.  Prague,  263  F.  876. 

Sec  191a.     Broker  may  reoover  oommiBsion  for  ezchange 
though  contract  not  in  writing. 

Sec.  640d  of  the  Code  (Laws  1901,  p.  302,  c  128),  making 
the  offering  of  real  property  for  sale,  without  written  authority 
from  the  agent  or  his  attorney  in  fact,  a  misdemeanor,  being  un- 
constitutional, does  not  preclude  a  broker  having  no  written  au- 
thority from  either  party  to  the  contract  for  an  exchange  of 
property  from  recovering  commissions  for  procuring  the  execu- 
tion of  the  contract.  Trick  v.  McKenna,  101  N.  Y.  Sup.  317,  115 
App.  Div.  701. 

Sec.  192.    Broker's  right  to  oommlssionB  not  affected  by  fail- 
ure of  one  party  to  perform  contract  of  exchange. 

A  broker's  right  to  commissions  for  procuring  the  execution  of 
a  contract  for  an  exchange  of  property  being  absolute,  when  the 
written  contract  of  exchange  was  entered  into,  was  not  affected 
by  the  non-completion  of  the  contract  caused  by  the  inability  or 
unwillingness  of  one  of  the  parties  to  perform.  Tieck  v.  Mc- 
Kenno,  101  N.  Y.  S.  317,  115  App.  Div.  701 ;  Goodrich  v.  Tttr- 
ney,  186  P.  806,  —  Cal.  App.  — .    See  also  Sees.  458,  460,  464. 

Sec.  192a.    When  party  withdrew  offer  to  exchange^  faroher 
not  entitled  to  commission. 

If  one  party  withdrew  tentative  offer  for  excliange  of  lands, 
broker  could  recover  no  commissions  for  procuring  the  contract. 
Britton  v.  Eagan,  196  S.  W.  972,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 


aXOHAKOBS  OF  BBAL  B8TATB.  183 


\ 


860. 193.    Failure  to  secure  tnuufen  by  parties  to  exchange 
defeated  broker's  right  to  coxnmissioiis. 

An  owner  employed  a  broker  to  procnre  a  purchaser  for 
deBcribed  real  estate  for  a  specified  snm  at  a  stated  commis- 
noD;  the  broker  procured  a  third  person  to  make  an  offer 
whidi  the  owner  accepted,  and  the  two  entered  into  a  contract 
for  an  exchange  of  property;  the  broker  testified  that  the 
owner  stated  tliat  if  he  could  get  a  third  person  to  agree  to 
give  a  specified  number  of  lots  and  a  mortgage  back  of  a 
specified  sum  the  owner  would  pay  a  specified  sum  for  com- 
missions; the  agreement  for  the  exchange  was  not  carried  out 
because  of  a  defect  in  the  title  of  the  third  person,  which  the 
broker  attempted  to  cure.  Held,  that  the  broker  was  not  enti- 
tled to  commissions,  none  being  earned  unless  a  transfer  was 
made.  Keating  v.  Haley,  147  Mich.  279,  110  N.  W.  943;  13 
D.  L,  N".  1035;  Osbom  v.  Addingion,  138  P.  603,  91  Kan.  686; 
Cheiaham  S  Haney  v.  Dansby,  159  S.  W.  385,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
— ;  Stanford  v.  Willie,  Carpenter  &  McClelland,  178  S.  W.  991, 
—  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ;  Britton  v.  Eagan,  196  S.  W.  972,  —  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  — ;  Appleby  v.  Dy singer,  163  N.  W.  739,  137  Minn. 
382;  Houghton  v.  Kuchurench,  189  P.  457,  —  Cal.  App.  — .  See 
alflo  Sees.  119,  224,  272,  449. 

Sec.  194.  Value  of  land  exchanged  shown  to  enable  Jury  to 
determine  whether  commission  earned  and  how  much. 
Where,  in  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions,  the  evidence 
showed  that  he  was  to  receive  $2  per  acre  from  the  owner,  if 
he  received  for  his  land  $16  per  acre,  or  the  amount  per  acre 
in  excess  of  $14,  in  case  the  owner  did  not  receive  $16 ;  that 
the  owner  exchanged  his  land  for  other  land,  and  that  the  con- 
tract for  the  exchange  fixed  the  price  of  the  owner's  land  at 
$16  per  acre  and  the  land  received  at  $45  per  acre,  the  owner 
eoold  show  the  value  of  the  land  received  in  exchange  to  enable 
the  jury  to  determine  whether  or  not  he  had  received  more 
than  $14  per  acre  for  his  land.  Bteers  v.  Gingery  (S.  D.  W), 
110  N.  W.  774.    See  also  Sec.  1076. 
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See.  195.  Broker  not  entitled  to  conmd8gi<»is  for  effecting 
an  exchange  where  party  does  not  show  good  faith. 
A  contract  of  exchange  negotiated  by  a  broker  incompletely 
executed  by  the  broker's  principals,  does  not  show  willingness 
to  perform  by  the  alleged  purchaser,  where  the  form  of  the 
contract  and  the  whole  of  the  signatures  thereto  show  that  some 
of  the  conditions  upon  which  the  purchaser  insisted  could  not 
be  complied  with.  Schulte  v.  Meehan,  133  111.  App.  491 ;  Mann 
V.  Ofiswold,  112  N.  Y.  S.  271,  59  Misc.  239. 

Sec.  195a.    Broker  not  entitled  to  commission  for  exchange 
where  liquidated  damages  fixed  for  breach. 

Provision  in  a  contract  for  exchange  of  lands  for  liquidated 
damages  in  case  of  non-performance  let  in  an  attome/s  form  of 
agreement  into  the  option  so  as  to  defeat  a  broker^s  right  to  com- 
missions for  bringing  about  the  exchange.  Anderson  v.  Jackson, 
168  S.  W.  54,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

Sec.  196b.    Broker  effecting  exchange  may  recover  commis- 
sions from  both  parties  thereto. 

A  broker  employed  to  bring  about  an. exchange  may  recover 
commissions  from  both  sides.  Conner  v.  Munsees,  145  N.  Y. 
Sup.  891.  A  written  agreement  for  the  exchange  of  real  properly 
can  not  be  avoided  by  showing  that  the  agent  who  brought  about 
the  contract  was  the  agent  of  both  parties,  when  each  party 
knew  at  the  time  that  the  agent  was  also  acting  for  the  other. 
White  V.  Immenschuh,  187  P.  667,  —  Kan.  Sup.  — . 

Sec.  196c.    Broker  not  entitled  to  commission  for  exchange 
not  completed  because  of  flaw  in  the  title. 

A  broker  who  brought  the  parties  together,  and,  upon  a  flaw 
being  found  in  the  title  of  lands  of  one  party  to  the  exchange, 
did  nothing  more  than  to  await  the  outcome  of  supposed  efforts 
to  cure  the  title,  is  not  entitled  to  compensation  where  one  of  the 
parties  sold  his  land,  and  the  parties  got  together,  and  through 
their  own  efforts  came  to  a  bargain  upon  other  and  different 
terms  from  those  that  obtained  during  the  course  of  the  broker's 
period  of  service,  even  had  there  been  a  collusive  imderstanding 
between  the  parties  to  hinder  the  broker  in  the  event  of  his  mak- 
ing a  claim  for  brokerage.  Tuoti  v.  Benenstm,  181  N.  Y.  Sup. 
755. 


CHAPTER  IV. 


See.  196.    Value  of  services  of  broker  in  negotiating  leasee. 

The  value  of  the  services  of  a  real  estate  broker  for  negoti- 
ating a  lease  can  not  be  measured  by  the  value  of  the  fee, 
regardless  of  the  terms  of  the  lease.  Daube  v.  Nessler,  50  HI. 
App.  166;  Orosscup  v.  Downey,  105  Md.  273,  65  A.  930.  He 
is  entitled,  in  the  absence  of  a  special  contract  therefor,  to  a 
reasonable  compensation,  and  this  is  usually  based  on  the  amount 
of  rental.  BckuUz  v.  Goldman,  7  Ari.  279,  64  P.  425 ;  HuU  v. 
Cardwdl,  2  N.  Y.  City  Ct.  76. 

8eo.  197.  Lessor  can  not  arbitrarily  refuse  to  accept  lease  and 
defeat  broker's  right  to  commissions. 
Under  an  agreement  to  pay  commissions  for  negotiating  a 
''satisfactory  lease,"  the  lessor  can  not  arbitrarily  refuse  to 
accept  a  lease  negotiated  and  thereby  defeat  a  claim  for  com- 
miffiions.  MulUUy  v.  Greenwood,  127  Mo.  138,  29  S.  W*1001; 
Casaner  v.  Johnson,  122  N.  E.  444,  —  Mass.  Sup.  — .  See  also 
Sees.  374,  454. 

Sec.  198.    Broker  to  sell,  securing  one  willing  to  lease,  not! 
entitled  to  conmiissions. 

An  agreement  to  pay  a  commission  to  a  real  estate  agent  if 
he  should  find  a  purchaser  for  certain  real  estate  does  not  en- 
title him  to  recover  when  he  only  finds  a  person  who  is  willing 
to  take  a  lease  for  ten  years  with  the  privilege  of  purchase,  the 
vendors  being  executors,  and  not  authorized  by  the  will  to  lease 
the  property.  Wooley  v.  Schwall,  5  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  76,  3  Ohio  Cir. 
Dec.  39. 

Sec  198a.    Broker  to  secure  lessee,  whose  customer  bought, 
not  entitied  to  commission. 

Where  a  broker  procures  a  prospective  lessee  for  property  and 
introduces  him  to  the  owner,  and  in  the  subsequent  negotiations 

185 


186  AMERICAN  LAW  BEAL  B8TATB  AOEKOT. 

between  such  prospective  lessee  and  the  owner  a  sale  of  the  prop- 
erty is  agreed  on  and  carried  out^  the  broker  can  not  claim  com- 
missions for  the  sale.  Evartson  v.  Warraeh,  132  S.  W.  514,  — 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

Seo.  109.    Option  at  specified  rental  not  exerciBed  I7  taking 
lease  at  a  lower  rental 

An  option  to  take  a  lease  at  a  specified  rental  is  not  exercised 
by  securing  a  leise  at  a  lower  rental.  Curtis  v.  Nixon,  24  L.  T. 
B.  (Eng.),  K  S.  706.    See  also  Sec.  101. 

8eo.  200.    Lease,  with  privilege  of  purchase,  held  equivalent 
to  a  sale. 

A  contract  which  ran  for  one  year,  provided  that  if  plaintiff, 
a  real  estate  broker,  effected  a  sale  of  defendant's  property, 
he  was  to  receive  a  certain  commission,  and  in  case  a  sale  was 
made  without  his  aid,  or  the  property  was  withdrawn  from 
sale,  one-half  snch  commission.  Held,  that  a  lease  by  defendant 
for  five  years,  with  the  exclusive  privilege  to  the  lessee  of  pur- 
chasing at  a  fixed  price,  at  any  time  before  the  expiration  of 
the  lease,  was  a  sale  within  the  meaning  of  the  contract  entitling 
plaintijF  to  one-half  the  commissions.  Rucker  v.  HaU,  105  Cal. 
425,  38  P.  962. 

Sec.  201.    Charge  properly  refnsed  which  implied  no  leasee 
were  made  without  a  broker. 

In  an  action  to  recover  brokerage  for  effecting  a  lease  of  real 
property,  plaintiff  did  not  allege  that  he  had  been  employed  by 
defendant,  but  alleged  that  defendant  accepted  plaintiff's  serv- 
ices, with  knowledge  that  they  had  been  rendered.  Held,  that 
it  was  proper  to  refuse  plaintiff's  request  to  charge  that,  while 
the  owner  was  entitled  to  know  that  the  broker  had  been  instru- 
mental in  sending  the  tenant,  yet,  when  he  knows  that  the 
tenant  has  received  information  of  his  intention  to  let,  and  his 
price,  the  owner  is  bound  to  inquire  where  the  tenant  got  the 
information,  as  such  instruction  pre-supposes  that  leases  are 
never  made  without  the  intervention  of  brokers,  and  that  no 
information  could  be  received  as  to  what  property  was  to  be  let 
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except  thiotigh  brokers.  TinJcham  v.  Knox,  21  N.  Y.  S.  954, 
2  Misc.  579. 

8ec.  202.    Powor  to  sdl  does  not  inclnde  power  to  lease. 

A  power  to  sell  land  does  not  include  the  power  to  lease  or 
exchange  it  Trudo  y.  Anderson,  10  Mich.  358;  Lampkin  v. 
Wilson,  5  Heisk.  (Tenn.)  555;  Reese  v.  Medlock,  27  Texas  120. 

Sec.  203.    Agent  of  lessee  secretly  secnring  new  term  to  him- 
self holds  as  trostee. 

A  confidential  agent  of  the  lessee,  before  the  lease  expired, 
secretly  procured  a  lease  for  a  new  term  to  himself,  at  a  larger 

rent,  denying  to  the  principal  that  he  was  competing  for  the 
lease.  Held,  that  the  agent  must  hold  the  lease  as  tmstee  for 
the  principal.  Davis  t.  Hamlin,  108  HI.  89;  Qower  v.  Andrew, 
59  Cal.  119. 

See.  203a.   Broker  entitled  to  commission  for  lease  when  that 
first  proposed  to  which  he  was  a  party  was  not  made. 

That  broker,  with  third  person,  proposed  to  enter  into  a  lease 
of  his  client's  property,  but  did  not  complete  the  transaction, 
wHl  not  prohibit  recovery  of  commission  for  negotiating  later  a 
lease  with  same  party  and  other  persons.  BUneman  v.  Oottschalk, 
167  P.  550,  —  Cal.  App.  — . 

Sec  201   Broker  entitled  to  commissions  for  finding  a  respon- 
sible lessee  on  prescribed  terms. 

To  entitle  a  broker  to  commissions  for  finding  a  lessee,  he 
mns{  procmre  a  cn3tomer  able,  ready  and  willing  to  take  the 
premises  on  tKe  terms  proposed  by  the  principal.  Clarh  v.  Day- 
ton,  87  Minn.  454,  92  N.  W.  337 ;  Floore  v.  J.  T.  Burgher  &  Co., 
142  S.  W.  939,  jndg.  aff.  X  T.  Burgher  '&  Co.  v.  Floore,  174  S. 
W.  819,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ;  Fox  v.  Cammeyer,  Inc.,  156  N.  T. 
Sup.  1046,  93  Misc.  Hep.  180;  Tucker,  Lynch  26  Caldwell  v. 
ffawJey,  138  V.  868,  23  Cal.  App.  460;  Wheeler  v.  Bomstein, 
101  IT.  E.  1086,  214  Mass.  695 ;  Ballentine  v.  Mercer,  109  S.  W. 
L.  1037,  130  Mo.  App.  606 ;  Cohen  v.  Ames,  91  N.  E.  212,  205 
Mass.  186;  Rttchey  v.  Murphy,  168  N.  T.  Snp.  830,  181  App. 
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Div.  429;  Osbom  v.  Henry  Cowell  Lime  &  Cement  Co,,  173  P. 
492,  —  Cal.  App.  — ;  Hochherg  v.  Hangen,  171  N.  Y.  Sup.  4; 
Davis  V.  Oeiger,  212  S.  W.  384,  —  Mo.  App.  — ;  Campbell  v. 
Slaan,  101  S.  E.  529,  —  S.  C.  Sup.  — ;  Nadrmna  Co.  v.  Cos- 
sidy,  127  N.  E.  262  (New  York). 

Broker  entitled  to  commission  on  making  a  binding  contract. 
Johnson  y.  Holland,  97  N.  E.  755,  211  Mass.  363.  Broker  to  se- 
cure a  tenant  not  entitled  to  commissions  unless  proposed  tenant 
was  ready,  able  and  willing  to  carry  out  the  terms  of  the  offer. 
Morgan  v.  Zanger,  153  N.  W.  1079,  188  Mich.  212. 

See.  204a.    To  earn  commiasionfl  for  procuring  tenant  broker 
must  negotiate  a  lease  which  the  principal  can  perform. 

To  entitle  a  broker  employed  to  procure  a  tenant  for  real  es- 
tate to  commissions,  he  must  negotiate  an  agreement  for  a  lease 
which  his  principal  can  perform.  Mwnn  v.  Oriswold,  112  N.  Y. 
S.  271,  59  Misc.  239;  Markowitz  v.  Arrow  Const  Co.,  169  N.  Y. 
Sup.  159,  102  Misc.  Bep.  532. 

Broker  not  entitled  to  commission  where  the  terms  of  the  pro- 
posed lease  were  never  agreed  upon,  because  the  owner  was  dis- 
satisfied with  the  financial  responsibility  of  the  proposed  lessee. 
KanpolsJey  v.  Heidenreisch,  147  N.  Y.  Sup.  353. 

Where  a  broker  brought  the  owner  of  a  warehouse  under  con- 
struction and  the  agent  of  a  proposed  tenant  together,  with  a  dis- 
tinct understanding,  in  writing,  with  the  owner,  that  should  the 
agent,  or  any  concern  represented  by  him,  lease,  the  broker  was 
to  get  $1,500,  the  fact  that  the  owner,  because  of  lack  of  funds, 
organized  a  corporation  to  complete  the  construction,  did  not  af- 
fect the  right  of  the  broker  to  recover.  Tucker,  Lynch  &  Coldwell 
V.  Hawley,  138  P.  358,  23  Cal.  App.  460. 

Sec.  205.    Power  to  do  all  things  conoeming  my  real  estate 
confers  authority  to  lease. 

A  power  authorizing  an  attorney  'Ho  superintend  my  real 
and  personal  estate,  to  make  contracts,  and  in  general  to  do 
all  things  that  concern  my  interest  in  any  way,  real  and  per- 
sonal, whatsoever,"  etc.,  empowers  the  attorney  to  convey  real 
estate,  and  therefore  to  make  a  lease  with  the  privilege  of  par- 
chase.    De  Rutte  v.  Muldrew,  16  Cal.  505. 
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Sec  206.    Waiver  of  tenant's  privilege  of  renewal  of  lease, 
secured  by  agent,  binds  principal. 

Where  a  landlord  accepted  the  waiver  of  the  tenant's  priv- 
ilege of  renewal  procured  by  his  agent  from  the  tenant,  and 
acted  upon  the  same,  he  was  estopped  to  deny  the  agent's  au- 
thority in  the  premises.  Madison  Ave.  v.  Osgood,  18  N.  Y. 
S.  126. 

Sec.  206a.    Broker  barred  commissions  where  lease  was  not 
renewed. 

A  contract  to  pay  a  broker  a  commission  upon  the  rent  imder 
the  renewal  of  a  lease,  if  the  tenant  exercised  his  option  to  renew, 
does  not  entitle  the  broker  to  the  commission  where  the  tenant 
failed  to  exercise  his  option  within  the  time  required,  but  later 
took  a  new  lease  with  different  provisions.  Allmn  Realty  Co.  v. 
BaHK  146  N.  Y.  Sup.  960,  161  App.  Div.  668. 

Sec.  207.    Broker  employed  to  collect  rents  not  entitled  to 
commission  for  securing  a  lease. 

A  real  estate  agent  employed  to  collect  the  rents  on  a  lease 
taken  in  his  name  for  the  owners,  but  not  negotiated  by  him, 
is  not  entitled  to  a  commission  for  the  whole  life  of  the  lease, 
but  only  to  commissions  for  collecting  the  rent  while  employed 
for  that  purpose  by  the  owners.  Lucas  v.  Jackson,  140  Pa.  St. 
122,  21  A.  310.    See  also  Sec.  212.    Compare  Sec.  456. 

Sec.  207a.    Broker  entitled  to  commission  for  lease,  although 
tenant  defaulted  in  payment  of  rent. 

Where  defendant  agreed  to  pay  a  broker  $500  if  he  sold  a 
lease  for  $1,600,  and  the  broker  produced  a  purchaser  who  paid 
$1,500  for  an  assignment,  but  was  unable  to  comply  with  the 
further  agreement,  to  make  a  deposit  to  secure  the  rent,  so  that 
the  lease  was  not  transferred,  the  broker  was  entitled  to  com- 
missions.   Swank  v.  Roberts,  124  P.  104,  24  Cal.  App.  730. 

Seo.  208.    Broker  for  tenant  has  no  claim  on  lessor  for  com- 
ndssions. 

A  real  estate  broker  who,  at  the  inception  of  negotiations  for 
a  lease,  and  during  their  continuance,  represented  the  tenant 
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and  not  the  lessor,  has  no  claim  on  the  latter  for  commissions. 
Blake  v.  Stump,  73  Md.  60,  20  A.  788,  10  L.  R.  A.  103 ;  Winter 
V.  Gary,  127  Mo.  App.  601,  106  S.  W.  539 ;  Callaway  v.  Equit. 
Trust  Co.  67  N.  J.  L.  44,  50  A.  900 ;  Carman  v.  Beach,  63  N.  Y. 
97 ;  BayiMs  v.  Fraser,  78  N.  Y.  S.  794,  76  App.  Div.  627 ;  Curry 
V.  Terry,  69  N.  Y.  S.  932,  34  Misc.  797;  CarroU  v.  O'Shea,  18 
N.  Y.  S.  146,  42  N.  Y.  St.  R.  671 ;  Bichtherg  v.  Carlton,  108 
N.  Y.  S.  1067,  58  Misc.  186 ;  Wireman's  Est.,  7  Pa.  Dist.  759, 
4  Weekly  Notes  Gas.  334.    See  also  Sec.  25. 

Sec.  209.    Brdcer  to  proenre  a  lesaee  not  entitled  to  conip 
mission  for  procnring  a  mere  option. 

A  real  estate  agent  employed  to  lease  property  procured  a 
proposed  lessee  to  sign  a  paper  reciting  the  payment  of  money 
on  account  of  a  deposit  to  be  paid  on  the  signing  of  a  proposed 
lease,  but  such  writing  did  not  contain  any  promise  to  take  a 
lease,  nor  were  any  terms  specified.  Held,  that  there  was  no 
lease,  nor  an  agreement  for  a  lease,  and  therefore  the  agent 
was  not  entitled  to  commissions.  Fusco  v.  Bullowa,  40  N.  Y.  S. 
676,  17  Misc.  573,  75  N.  Y.  St.  80;  Benedict  v.  Pincus,  9?N.  Y. 
S.  1042,  109  App.  Div.  20;  Law  &  Bradford  v.  Schmidt,  80 
0.  St.  108,  88  N.  B.  819 ;  Bice  v.  Neuman,  116  N.  Y.  S.  83.  See 
also  Sec.  603. 

Sec.  210.    In  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions^  owner  can 
show  prerions  lease  to  another. 

Where,  in  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions  alleged  to 
have  been  earned  in  procuring  a  tenant  for  defendant's  prop- 
erty, there  was  no  showing  as  to  the  character  or  business  of 
the  tenant  claimed  to  have  been  procured,  or  any  other  fact 
tending  to  show  that  he  was  a  satisfactory  tenant^  or  that  the 
lease  presented  to  defendant  for  signature  was  satisfactory  to 
him;  the  evidence  was  insufScient  to  show  performance  of  serv- 
ice by  plaintiff  for  which  defendant  was  liable,  or  to  show  that 
defendant  had  no  right  to  lease  the  premises  to  another  before 
the  lease  to  the  tenant  procured  by  plaintiff  was  presented  for 
signature.    Pesda  v.  Eaims,  99  N.  Y.  S.  421,  50  Misc.  550. 
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be  SU.    Brok«r  bound  by  lint  dalm  for  oonuniifioiui  for' 
lease  and  can  not  increase  amount. 

T^ere  the  plaintiff  testified  that  he  told  defendant  what  the 
oommiflgion  would  be  for  a  lease  of  his  property,  but  was  silent 
as  to  what  the  commission  was,  and  the  defendant  said  that  the 
first  claim  plaintiff  made  was  $350,  plaintiff  can  not  recover  a 
lai^r  amount.  Duncan  v.  Borden,  13  Colo.  App.  481,  59  P, 
60.    See  also  Sec.  572. 

See.  212.  Broker  securing  lease  for  five  years,  and  sale  at 
second  year,  loses  commissions  for  three  years. 
"Where  plaintiff  procured  a  tenant  for  defendant  for  a  term 
of  five  years,  the  lease  providing  that  if  the  property  was 
sold,  it  should  be  ended,  and  the  property  was  sold  at  the  end 
of  the  second  year,  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  commissions 
for  the  remaining  three  years  of  the  lease  as  on  an  implied 
contract,  although  the  sale  was  made  to  the  tenant's  wife,  and 
the  lease  gave  the  tenant  an  option  of  purchase.  Hears  v. 
Janes,  102  Me.  485,  67  A.  555.    See  also  Sees.  207,  456. 

See.  212a.   Lease  to  another  party  not  the  exerdse  ef  renewal 
and  barred  broker's  right  to  commission. 

A  new  lease  executed  by  a  landlord  to  a  different  corporation; 
held,  not  the  exercise  of  an  option  to  renew  contained  in  a  former 
lease,  and  hence  plaintiff^  a  broker,  who  procured  the  latter  and 
was  entitled  to  a  portion  of  the  rent  thereunder,  could  not  re- 
cover any  portion  of  the  rent  accruing  under  the  new  lease,  in 
the  absence  of  any  daim  of  fraud.  Collum  v.  Boos  Bros.,  142  P. 
858,  25  Cal.  App.  73. 

See.  218.    Wher^  lease  forbade  sub-letting,  oral  assent  ot  agent 
therefor  unavailing. 

Where  a  written  lease  forbids  sub-letting,  the  oral  assent  of 
the  landlord's  agent  to  such  sub-letting,  without  any  new  con- 
sideration with  the  landlord  is  unavailing.  Spota  v.  Hayes,  73 
N.  Y.  S.  959,  36  Misc.  532.    See  Sec.  409. 
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Seo.  214.    Lease  by  owner  after  broker's  oontraet  ended  de- 
prives  him  of  commissions. 

Defendant,  the  owner  of  a  building,  informed  plaintiff,  a  real 
estate  broker,  that  he  desired  a  tenant,  and  stated  that  plaintiff 
should  bring  him  an  offer,  if  plaintiff  eould  get  one ;  plaintiff 
then  presented  the  question  to  a  third  person,  who  made  two 
written  offers  to  defendant,  both  of  which  were  declined,  after 
which  the  one  making  the  offer  told  plaintiff  that  the  matter  was 
ended;  but  several  weeks  after  such  offers  had  been  declined  the 
one  who  had  made  them  entered  into  negotiations  with  defendant, 
which  resulted  in  the  making  of  a  lease.  Held,  that  in  the  ab- 
sence of  any  evidence  of  bad  faith  to  defeat  the  rights  of  plaintiff 
to  a  commission^  the  facts  did  not  show  him  entitled  to  the  same. 
Arnold  v.  Woollacott,  4  Cal.  App.  600,  88  P.  504;  Chaffee  ▼. 
Widman,  108  P.  995,  48  Colo.  34,  139  Am.  St.  Bep.  21^0 ;  Arnold 
V.  Woolacott,  88  P.  504,  4  Cal.  App.  500.  See  also.  Continuity 
Broken,  Sec.  447. 

Sec.  214a.     Where  tenant  and  owner  made  lease,  broker 
barred  commission. 

Broker  not  entitled  to  a  commission  for  a  lease  brought  about 
by  the  tenant  and  defendant.  Weinberg  v.  Smith,  158  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1030. 

Sec.  216.    Broker  bringing  aboat  the  sale  of  a  lease  entitled 
to  commissions. 

One  employed  by  the  owner  of  a  lease  to  negotiate  a  sale 
thereof,  who  begins  negotiations  which  finally  result  in  a  sale 
as  authorized,  may  recover  compensation  accordingly.  North- 
rupp  V.  Diggs,  128  Mo.  App.  217,  106  S.  W.  1123.  See  also 
Sec.  446. 

Sec.  216.    Broker  not  entitled  to  commissions  where  sale  of 
lease  fmstrated  by  lessor's  reftuial  to  assign. 

Where  plaintiffs  were  employed  to  sell  a  dairy  on  certain 
terms  and  obtained  a  purchaser  conditioned  that  the  vendor's 
lessors  would  consent  to  assign  their  lease,  and  the  landlords 
refused  so  to  do,  wherefore  the  sale  was  not  made,  they  were 
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not  entitled  to  their  commissions.  Ward  v.  Kennedy,  101  N.  Y. 
S.  bU,  51  Mific  422;  McCurry  v.  Hawkins,  103  S.  W.  600;  83 
ArL  242;  Diamond  v.  Fay,  138  P.  933,  23  Cal.  App.  566.  See 
also  Sec.  45. 

Where  a  broker  is  authorized  to  negotiate  a  lease  of  property, 
on  specified  terms  to  be  improved,  the  improvements  not  defi- 
nitely settled  upon,  and  he  secured  an  offer  to  lease  the  premises 
upon  other  terms  than  those  specified  by  the  owners,  and  which 
referred  to  alterations  in  the  premises  to  be  executed,  in  accord- 
ance with  plans  mutually  agreed  upon,  the  offer  is  not  an  accept- 
ance of  the  owners*  offer.  Roberts  v.  New  &  Beaver  Street  Cor- 
poration,  122  N.  Y.  Sup.  989,  138  App.  Div.  47;  Prendergast  v. 
Cord  Meyer  Co.,  156  N.  Y.  Sup.  750,  judg.  aff.  161  N.  Y.  Sup. 
1142. 

Sec.  216a.    Broker  held  not  entitled  to  oommissions  where 
plaintiff  refused  to  make  lease. 

A  real  estate  broker  said  to  one  of  defendant's  officers  that 
he  could  rent  defendanf s  building  for  a  treater,  provided  de- 
fendant would  make  certain  changes.  Several  interviews  fol- 
lowed, and  plans  of  the  desired  changes  were  submitted  by 
architects.  The  rent  was  practically  agreed  upon,  and  defendant 
also  agreed  to  pay  as  commissions  not  more  than  $3,000,  nor 
less  than  $2,500,  ^'depending  upon  the  terms  and  conditions  made 
vith  the  proposed  tenants.''  Defendant  finally  decided  not  to 
rent,  whereupon  the  negotiations  were  terminated.  Held,  that 
defendant  was  not  liable  for  the  commissions.  Cohn  v.  James 
McOreary  Realty  Cor.,  92  N.  Y.  S.  143,  102  App.  Div.  611; 
Twelfth  St.  Market  Co.  v.  Jackson,  102  Pa.  St.  269;  Mignenult 
v.  Chinther,  171  111.  App.  311 ;  Diamond  v.  Fay,  138  P.  933,  23 
Cal.  App.  566;  Fleming  v.  James  L.  Holden  Co.,  166  N.  W.  1042, 
200  Mich.  519 ;  Brokawn  v.  L.  0.  House  £  J.  Fink  Co.,  171  N". 
Y.  Sup.  121 ;  Weller  v.  Phillip  Gross  Realty  Co.,  180  N".  W.  927, 
—  Wis.  Sup.  — .    See  Sec.  33. 

Sec.  216b.     Broker  barred  commission  when  building  de- 
stroyed before  lease  was  signed. 

An  owner  agreed  to  pay  a  commission  for  procuring  a  tenant 
for  a  building  to  be  erected,  payable  upon  the  signing  of  the 
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lease^  and  which  contract  for  a  lease,  binding  the  tenant  pro- 
cured by  plaintiff,  was  terminated  by  the  dedtmction  of  the  build- 
ing before  completion,  and  before  any  lease  had  been  signed,  and 
owner  was  not  in  default  in  not  securing  the  signing  of  the  lease, 
and  hence  not  liable  for  commissions.  Leventriti  v.  Cowell,  132 
P.  627,  21  CaL  App.  697, 

See.  216o.    Broker  earned  ccmuniasioii  fw  leaae  wblcfa  failed 
because  husband  did  not  sign  it. 

Where  a  broker  employed  by  a  married  woman  to  procure  a 
lessee  on  her  separate  real  estate  procured  a  lessee  willing  to 
lease  the  property  on  the  terms  specified,  that  she  must  execute 
a  lease  in  which  her  husband  joins  so  as  to  vest  a  marketable 
title,  and  where  she  fails  to  do  so,  and  the  lessee  refuses  to  take 
the  lease  executed  by  her  alone,  the  broker  may,  nevertheless,  re- 
cover his  commission.  Ennis  v.  Enger,  133  S.  W.  850,  152  Mo. 
App.  493. 

Sec.  216d.    Broker  barred  oommissions  where  leasee  failed  to 
give  satisfactory  security. 

Plaintiff  broker  procured  a  contract  for  a  lease,  in  which  a 
contractor  joined,  agreeing  to  make  alterations  for  a  prospective 
lessee,  on  his  furnishing  security,  was  not  entitled  to  conmiissionfl 
where  the  security  was  not  provided,  owing  to  the  financial  ina- 
bility of  the  lessee.  Oeo.  S.  Reed  S  Co.  v.  Sturgea,  163  N.  Y. 
Sup.  559,  176  App.  Div.  667. 

Sec.  217.    Where  lease  was  to  higbeat  bidder,  broker  prevent- 
ing bidding  not  entitled  to  commissions. 

A  broker  does  not  earn  a  commission  for  obtaining  a  lease 
of  property  from  the  dty,  where  he  was  not  the  procuring  cause 
thereof ;  it  was  required  to  be  let  to  the  highest  bidder,  whereas 
the  only  service  he  rendered  was  in  preventing  the  attendance 
of  other  bidders.  Myers  v.  Dean,  29  N.  Y.  S.  578,  9  Misc.  183. 
See  also  Sec.  559,  441. 

Sec.  218.    In  action  for  commissions  for  securing  a  leaae^ 
defendant  can  show  contract  was  merely  tentative. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  for  procuring  a  contract  for  a 
lease,  defendant  might  show  as  against  the  plaintiff  by  parol, 
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ihat  the  eootract  was  merely  proTigional,  did  not  express  all 
the  terms  of  the  lease  to  be  entered  into  between  the  parties^ 
as  was  also  understood  by  plaintiff,  and  that  the  lease  was  never 
consmmnatedy  because  no  final  agreement  was  ever  made  be- 
tween defendant  and  the  lessee.  Buxton  v.  Beal,  49  Minn.  230, 
51  N.  W.  918 ;  Crombie  v.  Waldo,  137  N.  Y.  129,  32  N.  E.  1042, 
33  N.  E.  744;  Laws  v.  Schmidt,  80  Ohio  St.  108,  88  N.  E.  319. 

Sec.  219.    Finding  for  plaintiff  as  procuring  causa  of  the  lease 
excludes  co-operation. 

A  finding  for  plaintiff,  on  the  question  whether  he  was  the 
procuring  cause  in  effecting  a  lease,  excludes  the  idea  that  any 
other  agency  co-operated  to  bring  about  that  result.  Bumfield 
V.  PottUr,  etc.  Mfg.  Co.,  20  N".  T.  S.  615,  1  Misc.  92.  See  also 
Sec.  446. 

Sec  220.    Broker  to  secure  lease  for  eight  years,  to  earn  com- 
missions must  secure  one  for  that  time. 

A  broker  was  employed  to  obtain  a  lease  for  at  least  eight 
years  of  premises  in  which  to  conduct  a  certain  business;  he 
obtained  a  lease  on  premises  owned  in  part  by  infants,  the 
youngest  of  whom  would  be  of  age  in  six  years ;  the  principal 
refused  to  accept  the  lease.  Held,  that  the  broker  was  not  enti- 
tled to  his  conmiissions,  since  the  guardian  of  the  infants  could 
make  a  lease  good  only  during  the  infants'  minority,  and 
hence  the  broker  has  not  found  a  person  **able'*  to  enter  into 
the  contract  which  he  was  authorized  to  negotiate.  Folsom  v. 
Hesse,  53  N.  Y.  S.  97,  24  Misc.  713. 

Sec.  221.    Lessor's  rights  under  a  receipt  not  affected  by  secret 
understanding  of  broker  with  tenant. 

"Where  lessors  were  induced  to  execute  a  lease  to  a  tenant 
procured  by  the  lessor's  broker,  on  receiving  the  broker's  re* 
eeipt  for  his  commissions  from  the  tenant,  any  agreement  be- 
tween the  broker  and  the  tenant  as  to  the  use  of  the  receipt, 
made  without  the  knowledge  or  consent  of  the  lessors,  would 
not  affect  their  rights  under  the  receipt.  Davis  v.  True,  85 
N.  T.  S.  843,  89  App.  Div.  319. 
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Sec.  221a.    Broker  entitled  to  commissions  on  fnmishinif  a 
satisfactory  tenant. 

For  a  broker  to  be  entitled  to  commissions  for  procuring  a 
tenant^  he  must  present  a  satisfactory  person,  who  is  ready,  able 
and  willing  to  enter  into  a  lease  proposed  by  the  owner,  and  that 
the  business  to  be  conducted  in  the  leased  premises  be  legitimate 
and  lawful.    Diamond  v.  Fay,  138.  P.  933,  23  Cal.  App.  666. 

Where  the  owners  of  a  mining  lease  employed  brokers  to  sell 
the  same  within  a  stipulated  time,  for  a  price  based  on  the  daily 
gauge  of  the  output,  and  the  owners  accepted  the  offer,  with 
knowledge  that  the  gauge  had  not  been  made,  they  waived  such 
provision,  and  the  brokers  were  entitled  to  their  compensation. 
Bailey  v.  Rowe,  124  P.  282,  33  Okl.  51. 

Broker  entitled  to  commissions  for  procuring  a  purchaser  or 
lessee,  presents  a  lessee,  and  the  principal  accepts  him  and  enters 
into  an  enforceable  contract  with  him,  though  lessee  proves  irre- 
sponsible.   Lowenstein  v.  Holmes,  135  P.  727,  40  Okl.  33. 

Sec.  221b.    Lessee  procured  by  broker  making  lease  with  co- 
lessee;  commissions  earned. 

That  lessee  procured  by  a  broker  executed  a  lease  with  other 
persons  as  co-lessees,  whom  the  broker  did  not  secure,  will  not 
defeat  the  broker's  right  to  commissions.  Stineman  v.  Ootischalk, 
167  P.  650,  —  Cal.  App.  — . 

Sec.  221c.    Acceptance  of  lease  by  owner's  lawyer  entitled 
broker  to  commission. 

Where  plaintiff  engaged  by  defendant  to  procure  a  lease  called 
up  the  owner,  who  referred  him  to  a  lawyer,  from  whom  defend- 
ant procured  oral  acceptance  of  terms  offered  by  defendant,  com- 
mission was  earned,  although  owner  of  the  premises  had  given 
no  written  authority  (Real  Property  Law,  Sees.  130,  140,  242) 
requiring  power  to  pass  an  estate  to  be  in  writing,  not  applying. 
Orossman  v.  Oreenspan,  172  N".  Y.  Sup.  343. 

Sec.  221d.    Lease  secured  in  violation  of  instructions  did  not 
bar  broker's  right  to  commission. 

Where  owner  of  premises  employed  a  broker  to  negotiate  a 
lease  for  premises  at  increased  rental,  with  specific  instructions 
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not  to  approach  the  present  tenant  whom  he  wished  to  retain, 
if  possible^  but  wished  first  to  secure  another  in  case  the  present 
tenant  would  not  pay  the  increased  rental,  and  the  broker  ap- 
proached the  tenant  and  secured  his  renewal  of  lease  at  the  in- 
creased rental.  Held,  that  the  broker  did  not  forfeit  his  com- 
mission.   Keehler  v.  Franks,  210  111.  App.  118. 

See.  221e.    Defendants  held  not  entitled  to  any  part  of  com- 
mission paid  to  other  broker  for  lease. 

In  an  action  between  brokers  as  to  right  to  commissions  for 
procuring  a  lease,  which  did  not  provide  for  giving  of  bond  by 
tenant  with  respect  to  contemplated  demolition  of  building;  that 
defendants  were  instrumental  in  bringing  parties  to  agreement 
as  to  such  security  was  insufficient  to  authorize  the  giving  of  any 
part  of  the  commission  to  defendants.  Lewis  B.  Preston,  Inc.  v. 
Rice,  173  N.  Y.  Sup.  691. 

Sec.  221f .    Broker  not  entitled  to  conindssion  for  secminsr 
irresponsible  lessee. 

In  an  action  for  broker's  commissions  on  an  alleged  procure- 
ment of  a  lessee,  where  it  was  shown  that  the  proposed  lessee  was 
not  able  to  perform,  his  total  assets  being  insufficient  to  cover 
the  cash  deposit  required  by  the  lease,  no  commission  can  be  re- 
covered.   Bloom  V.  Berry,  176  N.  Y.  Sup.  513. 


CHAPTER  V. 

LOANS  ON  BEAL  ESTATE. 

Sec.  222.    One  employing  a  broker  to  obtain  a  loan,  without 
disclosing  the  owner  of  the  land,  liable  for  commissioni. 

One  who  procures  a  real  estate  broker  to  obtain  a  loan  on 
land,  without  disclosing  the  name  of  the  owner  of  the  land  for 
whom  the  loan  is  intended,  makes  himself  liable  for  the  value 
of  the  broker's  services.  Bacon  v.  Bupert,  39  Minn,  512,  40 
N.  W.  832.    See  also  Sec.  398. 


Sec.  223.    Broker  to  be  paid  commissions  from  proceeds,  not 
entitled  thereto  where  loan  is  refused  for  bad  title. 

Under  a  complaint  alleging  that  plaintiff  was  employed  by 
defendant  to  procure  a  loan  on  real  estate,  for  which  defendant 
promised  to  pay  a  certain  sum  on  performance,  plaintiff  was 
not  entitled  to  recover  on  proof  that  he  obtained  a  person 
willing  to  make  the  loan,  but  refused  to  do  so,  because  of  defects 
in  the  defendant's  title  to  the  property  which  was  to  be  mort- 
gaged to  secure  the  loan.  Hess  v.  Eggers,  78  N.  Y.  S.  1119, 
38  'Misc.  726 ;  Stone  v.  Goodstein,  97  N.  T.  S.  1035,  49  Misc. 
482.  Contra,  Putzel  v.  WUson,  2  N.  Y.  S.  47,  49  Hun,  220. 
See  also  Sec.  570. 

Sec.  224.    Broker  does  not  earn  commissions  where  lender 
refuses  to  consummate  loan. 

A  broker  employed  to  procure  a  loan  does  not  earn  his  com- 
mission by  merely  securing  a  lender  who  offers  to  make  the 
loan,  but  who,  after  acceptance  by  the  borrower,  refuses  to 
consummate  the  transaction.  Ashfield  v.  Case,  87  N.  T.  S. 
649,  93  App.  Div.  452;  Hanesley  v.  Bagley,  109  Ga.  346,  34 
S.  E.  584;  Murry  v.  East  End  Imp.  Co.,  22  Ky.  L.  E.  147, 
60  S.  W.   648;  Marmaduke  v.   Martin,  90   Mo.   App.   629; 
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Crario  v.  White,  6  N.  T.  S.  718,  52  Hun,  473;  Finch  v.  Menhe, 
67  N.  Y.  S.  954,  33  Misc.  769 ;  Duckworth  v.  Rogers,  96  K  T. 
S.  1089,  109  App.  Div.  168;  Jones  ▼.  BucJc,  126  N.  W.  153,  147 
Iowa,  494,  aff.  judg.  on  re.  120  N.  W.  112;  Birhbaum  v.  Nuger, 
135  ]Sr.  Y.  Sup.  1 ;  FincJc  v.  C7arbon,  137  N.  Y.  Sup.  702.  See 
Sees.  119,  193,  272,  449,  656. 

Sec.  225.    Broker  not  entitled  to  compensation  for  eeetiring 
conditional  loon  defeated  by  defect  in  title. 

A  broker  employed  to  procure  a  loan  on  real  estate  is  not 
entitled  to  compensation  merely  because  a  lender  was  found 
wbo  agreed  to  make  the  loan,  '^subject  to  conditions,  title, 
etc.,  being  found  ultimately  satisfactory,"  but  who  declined 
to  make  the  loan  after  an  examination  of  defendant's  title  to 
the  real  estate.  Chambers  v.  Ackley,  91  N.  Y.  S.  78;  OatKng 
V.  Central  Spar  Verein,  73  N.  Y.  S.  496,  67  App.  D.  50.  See 
also  Sec.  534. 

Sec.  226a.    Procnring  agreement  to  make  loan  insufficient. 

Procuring  an  agreement  to  make  a  loan  is  not  the  same  as 
procuring  a  loan.    Rosenthal  v.  Chunn,  119  N.  Y.  S.  165. 

Sec.  226.    Broker  to  recover  oompensation  for  loan  most  show 
on  same  terms  as  to  pasrment,  interest,  etc. 

In  an  action  to  recover  upon  an  agreement  by  defendant  to 
pay  a  specified  compensation,  when  notified  of  the  accept- 
ance of  an  application  for  a  loan  addressed  to  the  plaintiff, 
who  was  to  undertake  to  procure  the  loan,  it  was  held  that 
although  the  evidence  showed  the  acceptance  by  a  corporation 
of  an  application  made  to  it  by  the  plaintiff  for  a  loan,  it  was 
insuflScient  to  sustain  a  recovery,  because  it  did  not  show  that 
the  application  made  to  the  corporation  and  accepted  by  it 
embraced  the  same  terms,  as  to  rate  of  interest  and  time,  as 
had  been  specified  in  the  application  of  the  defendant.  Peet 
V.  Sherwood,  47  Minn.  347,  50  N.  W.  929;  BKngsworth  v. 
Slosson,  19  HI.  App.  612;  Kronenberger  v.  Teshemacher,  101 
N.  Y.  S.  764,  62  Misc.  130;  Sparks  v.  Orassi,  165  N.  Y.  Sup. 
519;  McCoy  v.  Zahn  Corporation,  191  P.  20,  —  Cal.  Sup.  — . 
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Sec.  226a.    Defendant  held  liable  to  broker  for  comminioiis 
for  proouring  loan. 

Defendant's  real  property  was  heavily  incumbered  with 
back  taxes.  Under  an  act  of  the  Legislature  she  could  by 
paying  them  off  by  a  given  date,  gain  a  rebate  of  interest- 
To  accomplish  this  end,  and  after  estimating  the  amonnt  re- 
quired, she  employed  plaintiff  to  procure  a  loan  on  bond  and 
mortgage  ''for  $70,000  or  $80,000,"  his  commission  to  be  five 
per  cent.,  and  later  the  amount  was  raised  to  $85,000.  Plain- 
tiff agreed  to  procure  it  in  time  for  a  compliance  with  the 
act.  Defendant  assumed  the  expense  of  ''procuring  tax  bills.'' 
Plaintiff  in  due  time  found  a  lender  ready,  able  and  willing 
to  furnish  $85,000.  Held,  that  the  agreement  imposed  no  ob- 
ligation upon  either  plaintiff  or  the  proposed  lender  to  obtain 
searches  and  estimates  showing  the  exact  amount  of  the  taxes, 
and  that  the  failure  to  do  so  did  not  relieve  defendant  from 
her  liability  for  plaintiff's  conmiissions.  Scott  v.  Woolsey,  47 
N.  T.  S.  320,  20  App.  Div.  541. 

Sec.  227.  On  question  of  compensation  for  loan,  tonsuBt  agree- 
ment as  to  value  of  services  ignored. 
The  fact  that  at  one  time  there  had  been  an  agreement  be- 
tween certain  persons  as  to  the  compensation  to  be  paid  for 
services  in  procuring  a  loan  is  not,  where  the  agreement  has 
been  abandoned,  entitled  to  any  consideration  in  an  action  to 
determine  the  reasonable  value  of  such  services.  Carruthers 
V.  Tovme,  86  Iowa  318,  53  N.  W.  240. 

Sec.  228.    Seasonable  value  of  broker's  servioee  in  procuring 
loan  may  be  shown  by  testimony  of  experts. 

Where  loan  brokers  are  employed  to  secure  a  loan,  and  dif- 
ferent propositions  as  to  compensation  are  made,  and  no  pro- 
posal as  to  compensation  applies  perfectly,  and  the  parties 
separate  expressing  themselves  merely  as  willing  to  do  what 
is  right  in  the  matter,  evidence  as  to  the  reasonable  value  of 
the  services  rendered  is,  in  view  of  the  uncertainty  of  any 
agreement  for  specific  compensation,  properly  admitted;  the 
reasonable  value  of  the  services  required  to  procure  a  certain 
loan  may  be  shown  by  the  testimony  of  persons  experienced 
in  making  loans.    Id. 
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8e&  228a.   Broker  for  loan  required  to  supply  the  same  with- 
in a  reasonable  time  after  abstract  fnmiiihecL 

ContTact  with  a  broker  to  pay  commission  for  securing  a  loan 

''if  within days''  after  application  for  the  loan  was  ap- 

proYedy  and  customer  furnished  an  abstract,  the  broker  should  be 
ready  to  complete  the  loan,  required  that  the  broker  was  ready  to 
supply  the  loan  within  a  reasonable  time  after  the  abstract  was 
fjirnished.    Allen  v.  Siradford,  78  S.  955,  —  Ala.  Sup.  — . 

Sec.  229.    Broker  liable  for  loss  when  loan  made  upon  in- 
sufficient security. 

A  loan  broker  is  liable  to  the  lender  on  real  estate  for  the 
loss  of  a  loan  negotiated  by  the  broker  upon  a  mortgage  which 
proved  insufficient  security  in  consequence  of  prior  incum- 
brances, where  the  broker  agreed  to  loan  the  money  only  on 
first  mortgage  security  on  real  estate  worth  double  the  sum 
loaned,  notwithstanding  the  property  may  have  been,  in  fact, 
of  double  the  value  of  all  the  incumbrances  thereon.  Shipherd 
V.  Field,  70  HI.  438 ;  Nicolai  v.  Lyon,  8  Ore.  56 ;  TurnbuU  v. 
Oadsden,  2  Strob.  (Eq.)  (S.  C.)  14;  Rubens  v.  Herd,  121  Cal. 
17,  53  P.  432.    See  Sees.  346,  350,  403. 

Sec.  230.    A  loan  broker  is  bound  to  make  good  money  lost 
through  his  n^ligence. 

A  money  lender  to  whom  a  sum  of  money  is  given  to  in- 
vest is  bound  to  exercise  reasonable  skill  and  prudence ;  by  his 
business  he  holds  himself  out  as  possessing  competent  skill  to 
determine  what  reasonable  care  and  prudence  requires;  if  he 
&ils  to  exercise  these,  and  through  his  negligence  loss  occurs, 
he  is  liable  to  make  it  good.  McFarland  v.  McClure  (Pa.  Sup. 
Ct  1886),  5  A.  50.    See  also  Sees.  350,  403. 

Bee  231.    Bill  for  extra  compensation  for  procuring  loan 
should  be  separated  to  see  whether  it  is  reasonable. 

While  it  may  be  allowable  to  pay  a  broker  for  extra  ser- 
vices, not  usually  necessary  in  procuring  loans,  in  addition  to 
the  prescribed  brokerage,  the  items  composing  his  bill  should 
be  separated  so  that  it  may  be  seen  whether  the  compensation 
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is  reasonable,  or  only  a  cover  for  demanding  a  larger  commis- 
sion.   Cook  V.  PhiUvps,  56  N.  Y.  310.    See  also  Sec.  241. 

Sec.  232.    Broker  for  seller  obtaining  loan  for  bnjrer  from 
seller  can  not  recover  commissions  therefor  ftom  buyer. 

A  broker  employed  by  the  owner  of  lands  to  procure  a  sale 
thereof  to  one  who  shall  agree  to  take  from  the  owner  a  loan 
and  improve  the  property  can  not,  after  recovering  compen- 
sation from  the  owner  of  the  property  for  effecting  the  sale, 
recover  compensation  from  the  purchaser  for  procuring  the 
loan  to  him.  Vanderpool  v.  Keame^  2  E.  D.  Smith  (N.  Y.), 
170.    See  Sec.  25.    Compare  Sec.  254. 

Sec.  232a.    Who  acts  for  both  parties  in  loan  transaction  in 
entitled  to  commission  agreed  by  either  to  be  paid. 

Who,  in  a  loan  transaction,  acts  for  both  borrower  and  lender, 
with  their  full  knowledge  and  approval,  is  entitled  to  any  com- 
mission agreed  by  either  of  them  to  be  paid.  Sampson  v.  Vcmder- 
wilt,  173  P.  297,  103  Kan.  199. 

Sec.  233.    Broker  procuring  loan  for  less  than  asked,  which  it 
accepted,  earns  commissions. 

In  an  action  upon  an  agreement  to  pay  a  broker  a  commis- 
sion for  obtaining  a  loan,  it  appeared  that  a  loan  for  a  less 
amount  was  obtained,  and  at  first  accepted,  but  subsequently 
declined  by  the  principal  as  being  insufficient  for  his  purposes. 
Meld,  that  the  services  had  been  rendered  and  the  commission 
was  due,  in  the  absence  of  any  usage  among  New  York  brokers 
to  receive  no  compensation  unless  the  matter  was  consum- 
mated.   Van  Lieu  v.  Byrnes,  1  Hilton  (N.  Y.),  133. 

Sec.  234.    Broker  entitled  to  commissions  on  finding  lender 
unleoB  rights  varied  by  qyedal  contract. 

A  broker  employed  to  effect  a  loan  is  entitled  to  his  com- 
missions, when  he  has  found  a  lender  who  has  the  money  and 
who  approves  of  the  security,  unless  his  rights  are  varied  by 
special  contract;  there  is  always  an  implied  condition  that  the 
borrower  will  show  a  good  title.    Budd  v.  ZoUer,  52  Mo.  238; 
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Bundle  y.  Stoats,  19  Colo.  App.  164,  78  P.  1091;  Bilberberg 
r.  Chipman,  42  Colo.  20,  98  P.  1130;  BriOow  v.  Ozienkowski, 
112  Dl.  App.  165 ;  Phister  y.  Gave,  48  Mo.  App.  455 ;  Demarest 
V.  Spiral  Riv.  Tube  Co,,  71  N.  J.  L.  14,  58  A.  161 ;  RockweU 
V.  Burst,  13  N.  Y.  S.  290;  Van  Orden  v.  Morris,  42  N.  Y.  S. 
473,  18  Miac.  579,  43  S.  1108,  19  M.  497 ;  Chambers  v.  Peters, 
63  N.  Y.  S.  151,  30  Misc.  756;  Finck  v,  Schmidt,  96  N.  Y.  S. 
197,  48  Misc.  503 ;  Nefletberger  v.  Oamer,  109  N.  Y.  S.  747, 
125  App.  Div.  420;  Steinmetz  v.  Pancoast,  17  Phila.  (Pa.) 
185;  Dorian  v.  Forrest,  91  N.  Y.  S.  431,  101  App.  Div.  32;  Cm- 
icfc  V.  Bruckman,  151  S.  W.  176,  167  Mo.  App.  687;  Bartlett  v. 
Qarreit,  175  S.  W.  79,  188  Mo.  App.  144;  Hevia  v.  Lopardo,  111 
N.  Y.  Supp.  663,  127  App.  Div.  189;  Wolf  v.  Mellwin  Realty 
&  Con.  Co.,  134  N.  Y.  Sup.  491;  Olendenning  v.  Stafford  Con. 
Co.,  136  N.  Y.  Sup.  76;  Carroll  v.  Hassell,  143  S.  W.  836,  161 
Mo.  App.  424;  Calvin  Philip  &  Co.  v.  Langlow,  104  P.  610,  55 
Waflh.  386;  Steele  v.  Rumore,  117  N.  Y.  Sup.  189;  Oettinger  v. 
Levitt,  186  111.  App.  104 ;  Little  v.  LtV^eW,  121  P.  1126,  86  Kau. 
W7,  40  L.  B.  A.  (K  8.)  39;  Sugarman  v.  FnM«n  128  N.  Y. 
Sup.  718,  71  Miflc.  Bep.  416 ;  Bledsoe  v.  Lombard,  194  S.  W.  618, 
—  Mo.  App.  — ;  West  £  Wheeler  v.  Dierssen,  173  P.  739,  — 
Wash.  Sup.  — ;  A.  W.  McLaughlin  dk  Co.  v.  Southern  Hotel  Co., 
177  N.  Y.  Sup.  323 ;  Holm^in  v.  Patten,  124  N.  E.  86,  227  N.  Y. 
22,  rev.  judg.  166  N.  Y.  Sup.  613,  re.  denied,  126  N.  E.  919; 
HaHer  v.  Walsh,  70  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  442 ;  Hendricks  v.  Co66,  176 
N.  W.  226,  —  Mich.  Sup.  — ;  Daniel  v.  Drury,  267  F.  761. 

Sec.  285.    Broker  not  reporting  loan  barred  commissions  on 
applicant  himself  procuring. 

Where  an  application  for  a  loan  is  made  to  a  broker,  who  se- 
cures a  party  willing  to  make  the  loan,  but  does  not  so  notify 
the  applicant,  and  after  the  time  within  which  the  broker  was 
to  place  the  loan  has  expired,  the  applicant,  without  knowledge 
of  the  steps  taken  by  the  broker,  secures  a  loan  from  the  same 
person  with  whom  the  broker  had  arranged  to  place  it,  he  is  not 
entitled  to  a  commission.  Biddison  v.  Johnson,  60  HI.  App.  173. 
See  also  Sees.  312,  431,  471. 
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8ao.  236.    In  action  by  broker  for  commissions  for  procuring 
loan,  not  necessary  to  prove  tender. 

In  an  action  by  brokers  to  recover  commissions  for  negotiat- 
ing a  loan,  which  the  proposed  borrower  failed  to  accept  and 
give  security  for  as  agreed,  they  need  not  prove  a  tender  of 
the  money,  as  it  is  the  client's  duty  on  notice  of  the  money 
being  procured  to  give  the  proposed  security  and  take  the 
money.    Telford  v.  Brinkerhoff,  45  HI.  App.  586. 

Sec.  237.    Admissibility  of  correspondence  to  establish  broker's 
agency  in  making  loan. 

On  an  issue  as  to  whether  a  loan  broker  was  the  agent  of 
defendant  in  negotiating  a  loan  for  him,  or  the  agent  of  plain- 
tiff company  which  made  the  loan,  corresxx>ndence  between  the 
broker  and  the  plaintiff's  manager  relative  to  defendant's  loan 
and  a  requested  extension  thereof,  and  concerning  other  loans 
made  by  plaintiff  through  the  broker,  is  admissible  in  evidence, 
and  the  question  is  one  for  the  jury.  Jesson  v.  Texas  Land  & 
Loan  Co.,  3  Tex.  Civ.  App.  25,  21  S.  W.  624. 

Sec.  238.    Improper  to  submit  to  Jury  whether  loan  broker  im- 
properly  entered  release  of  judgment. 

A  loan  broker  was  the  agent  for  both  parties  in  the  negotia- 
tion of  a  loan,  which  was  to  be  secured  by  a  trust  deed  of 
land  incumbered  by  a  judgment;  the  amount  of  the  loan  was 
sent  to  him  by  the  lender,  with  instructions  to  see  that  the 
amount  required  by  the  terms  of  the  deed  be  applied  to  se- 
cure a  release  of  this  judgment  by  the  original  judgment  cred- 
itor, or  a  transfer  of  it  to  him  by  the  present  holder  was  so 
applied;  the  agent,  at  first  being  unable  to  obtain  a  release, 
took  a  transfer  of  the  judgment,  and  afterwards  obtained  a 
release,  which  he  forwarded  to  the  lender;  the  transaction  was 
completed,  and  subsequently,  at  the  request  of  the  borrower, 
and  without  any  further  instructions  from  the  lender,  the 
agent  entered  on  the  margin  of  the  judgment  record  a  receipt 
in  full  of  the  judgment.  Held,  that  an  instruction,  in  an 
action  to  obtain  execution  under  the  judgment,  submitting  the 
Question  whether  the  agent  was  authorized  to  execute  a  sat- 
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isfaetion  of  the  judgment,  was  improper.     Brown  v.  Dennis 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.  '95),  30  S.  W.  272. 

8sa  239.  Anthority  to  broker  to  provide  mortgage  for  loan 
confined  to  land  designated. 
A  written  contract  by  which  defendant  agrees  to  pay  plain- 
tiff for  securing  a  loan  for  him,  to  mortgage  certain  property 
therefor,  and  to  ''authorize,  ratify  and  confirm  every  act  and 
thing  Hie  said  M.  may  do  in  negotiating  said  loan,"  covers  only 
every  act  and  thing  touching  the  land  to  be  mortgaged,  and 
does  not  bind  defendant  to  sign  a  mortgage  containing  a  cove- 
nant waiving  the  benefit  of  homestead  and  exemption  laws  as 
to  all  his  property.    Roberts  v.  Matthews,  77  Qa.  458. 


See.  240.  Where  principal  six  months  after  cored  defect  In 
title,  lender  them  refusing  to  loan,  broker  earned  com- 
missions. 

The  fact  that  the  principal  cures  the  defect  in  his  title, 
does  not  deprive  the  broker  of  his  right  to  commissions,  where 
the  principal  gave  no  notice  that  the  defect  was  cured  until 
sir  months  after  the  customer  was  procured,  at  which  time 
the  customer  refused  to  make  the  loan  because  of  changed 
financial  conditions.  Clark  v.  Henry  O.  Thompson^  etc.,  Co., 
75  Conn.  161,  52  A.  720. 

Sec.  240a.  When  loan  not  made  broker  must  prove  title  not 
good. 

If  the  title  to  property  on  which  a  loan  was  to  be  made  was 
not  good,  it  should  be  proved  in  a  suit  for  procuring  a  loan 
thereon  which  was  not  made.  Rosenthal  v.  Ounn,  119  N.  Y. 
S.  165. 

Sec.  241.  Broker  charging  more,  nevertheless  entitled  to  stat- 
utory commissions  for  procuring  loan. 

Where  a  broker  charges  greater  commissions  for  his  services 
than  the  statute  allows,  in  the  absence  of  an  agreement,  this 
does  not  deprive  him  of  the  legal  compensation.  Vanderpool 
V.  Reams,  2  E.  D.  Smith  (N.  Y.),  170;  Buchanan  v.  TOden, 
45  N.  Y.  S.  417,  18  App.  Div.  123 ;  H.  D.  Robins  &  Co.  v.  Drucle- 
mm,  181  N.  Y.  Sup.  367. 
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Sec  242.    Broker  entitled  to  commissioiui  for  proeoriiiff  loaa 
though  principal  refiues  to  take. 

A  broker  is  entitled  to  a  commission  for  procuring  a  loan 
at  the  request  of  his  principal,  though  the  latter  refuses  to 
take  it  when  procured.  Squires  v.  King,  15  Cola.  416,  417; 
CoUier  v.  Wayman,  114  Ga.  944,  41  S.  E.  50 ;  Vinton  v.  Bald- 
win, 88  Ind.  104;  Hackman  y.  ChitweUer,  66  Mo.  App.  244; 
Lord  V.  Moran,  64  N.  T.  S.  37,  31  Misc.  750;  Perry  v.  Bates, 
100  N.  Y.  S.  881,  116  App.  Div.  337;  Hughes  v.  Chung  Sun 
Tung  Co.,  154  P.  299,  28  Cal.  App.  371,  re.  in  Sup.  Ct.  den.  154 
P.  301,  28  Cal.  App.  371 ;  Silberberg  v.  Chipman,  93  P.  1130,  42 
Colo.  20,  15  L.  K.  15,  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  187;  Van  Orden  t.  Simp- 
son, 153  N.  Y.  Sup.  134,  90  Misc.  Sep.  322.    Compare  Sec.  242a. 

Where  an  owner  applied  to  a  broker  for  a  loan  and  agreed  to 
pay  a  specified  sum  to  cover  the  expenses,  and  thereafter  he  re** 
fused  to  take  the  loan  and  notified  the  broker  to  discontinue  all 
negotiations,  the  broker  could  recover  his  commission  and  the  ex- 
penses incurred  up  to  the  time  of  the  notification.  Du  Bois  v. 
Mullins,  140  N.  Y.  Supp.  1. 

Sec.  242a.    Broker  to  procure  loan  not  entitled  to  commit- 
aions  unless  loan  made. 

As  a  general  rule,  brokers  employed  to  procure  a  loan  are  not 
entitled  to  the  commission  therefor  until  the  loan  is  made.  Hoi- 
liday  v.  Roxhury  Distilling  Co.,  115  N.  Y.  S.  383;  Slawson  & 
EoUs  V.  Rafter,  134  K  Y.  Sup.  585,  76  Misc.  Rep.  199;  Bim- 
laum  V.  Nuger,  135  N.  Y.  Sup.  1;  Stogsdill  v.  Holmes,  169  S. 
W.  961,  114  Ark.  574;  Kinkead  v.  Hartley,  143  N.  W.  591,  161 
Iowa,  613,  Ann.  Cas.  1915  D,  1;  Sparks  v.  Orassi,  165  N.  Y. 
Sup.  519;  In  re  Kaufmans*  Est,  67  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  456,  465; 
Colvin  Philips  it  Co.  v.  Newoc  Co.,  172  P.  355,  —  Wash.  Sup. 
— ;  Hutchings  v.  Binford,  226  S.  W.  537,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ; 
Mellin  v.  McDermott,  211  111.  App.  268. 

Where  one  employing  a  broker  to  procure  a  loan  on  certain 
securities  may  be  liable  for  breach  of  the  contract,  if  the  se- 
curities are  not  as  valuable  as  he  supposed  and  represented, 
so  as  to  prevent  him  from  obtaining  the  loan,  the  broker  would 
not  be  entitled  to  recover  commissions  as  for  the  full  perform- 
ance of  the  contract.  Holliday  v.  Roxhury  Distilling  Co.,  115 
N.  Y.  S.  383.    Compare  Sec.  242. 
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Sec  243.    Loan  broker  to  whom  borrower  paid  commiBsloiui 
Us  agent,  though  lender  took  paymenta  from  him. 

Complainant  requested  a  broker  to  find  some  one  to  whom 
oomplainant  oonld  loan  a  sum  of  money;  the  broker  made  a 
loan  of  such  an  amount  to  defendant,  advancing  his  own  money 
and  taking  a  note  and  mortgage,  which  he  turned  over  to 
complainant;  complainant  paid  over  the  amount  to  the  broker; 
defendant  paid  the  broker  for  obtaining  the  loan ;  subsequently 
defendant  made  payments  of  interest  to  the  broker,  who  re- 
mitted to  the  complainant;  on  such  occasions  complainant  re< 
quested  the  broker  to  notify  defendant  when  the  interest  was 
dne.  Heldy  that  the  evidence  did  not  show  that  the  broker 
was  the  agent  of  the  oomplainant  in  receiving  the  payments. 
Ortmeier  v.  Ivory,  208  111.  577,  70  N.  E.  665 ;  Ward  v.  Trus* 
ieesy  27  B.  I.  262  61  A.  651.    See  also  Sec.  254. 

8ea  244.    Money  put  in  bank,  subject  to  check  of  broker  for 
loans,  did  not  make  him  agent  of  lender. 

The  mere  fact  that  the  lender  of  money  deposited  in  bank 
a  fond  which  should  be  subject  to  the  check  of  the  loan  broker 
for  the  amount  of  the  loan,  if  the  lender,  after  an  examina- 
tion by  himself  of  the  application  of  the  prospective  bor- 
rower, should  approve  the  same,  did  not  constitute  the  broker 
the  agent  of  the  lender  for  the  purpose  of  making  loans.  Barks- 
dale  V.  Security  Inv.  Co.,  120  Ga.  388,  47  S.  E.  943. 

Bee  245.    Owner  reserving  right  and  himself  securing  loan, 
not  liable  to  broker  for  commissions. 

^Where  a  broker  is  authorized  to  secure  a  loiin  for  the  owner 
of  real  estate,  as  exclusive  agent,  for  the  purpose  of  taking  up 
a  mortgage,  the  owner  impliedly  reserves  the  right  to  obtain 
the  loan  himself,  and  if  he  closes  his  arrangements  before  a 
person  ready,  wiUing  and  able  to  take  the  loan  is  furnished, 
the  broker  is  not  entitled  to  commissions;  whether  the  loan  is 
secured  by  the  owner  from  a  third  party  or  by  a  renewal 
through  agreement  with  the  person  holding  the  note  and  mort- 
gage is  inunaterial,  so  far  as  concerns  the  broker's  right  to  com- 
missions under  the  implied  obligations  of  the  latter 's  agency* 
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Hiott  V.  Ferguson,  92  Minn.  201,  99  N.  W.  804;  Dcmsan  ▼. 
Hemdin,  125  Ga.  385,  54  S.  E.  92;  Kimball  v.  Hayes,  199 
Mass.  516,  85  N.  E.  875.    See  also  Sec.  247. 

See.  246.    Owner  refusing  loan  on  one  ground  sabsequently 
estopped  to  set  up  another. 

Where  defendant  refused  to  accept  a  loan  negotiated  hy  a 
broker,  on  the  ground  that  the  broker's  charge  for  his  services 
was  excessive,  defendant  could  not  resist  payment  for  such 
services  on  the  ground  that  the  lender  incorporated  a  new 
condition  in  the  application  requiring  defendant  to  comply 
with  its  rules  and  accept  the  loan  within  ten  days.  Hotchkiss 
V.  Kuehler,  83  N.  Y.  S.  710,  86  App.  Div.  265.  Contra,  The 
List  &  Son  Co.  v.  Chase,  80  0.  St.  42.    See  also  Sec.  840. 


See.  247.    Broker  failing  to  secure  loan,  principal  secnrinif 
firom  same  party,  bars  commissions. 

Where  an  agent  was  negotiating  to  procure  a  loan  of  not  less 
than  $220,000,  but  failed  to  secure  anything  better  than  an  offer 
of  $210,000;  this  not  being  accepted  he  abandoned  the  matter; 
he  was  not  entitled  to  commissions  when  his  principal  subse- 
quently took  a  loan  of  $220,000  from  the  same  party.  Stone  v. 
Plant,  96  N.  Y.  S.  1030;  Cameron  v.  Ayres,  166  P.  801,  —  Cal. 
Sup.  — .    See  also  Sec.  245. 

Sec.  248.    Broker  to  examine  title  and  seoore  loan,  barred  c(nn« 
missions  on  failure  by  defect  in  title. 

A  person  wishing  to  borrow  money  on  property  applied  to 
another  who  agreed  to  find  a  lender  and  to  have  the  title  ex- 
amined, and  to  charge  a  certain  sum,  which  would  include  the 
expense  of  examining  the  title  and  his  conmiission,  such  per- 
son to  give  the  agent  his  title  deeds  at  the  time;  a  defect  be- 
ing found  in. the  title  the  lender  refused  to  loan  the  money, 
and  the  agent  sued  for  the  amount  of  the  stipulated  compen- 
sation. Held,  that  such  agent  should  have  first  examined  the 
title  before  applying  for  a  loan ;  he  was  the  agent  for  that  pur- 
IMXse  as  well  as  for  procuring  a  loan,  and  was  not  entitled  to 
commissions.    Btuid  v.  Zoiler,  o*^  Mo.  '^[SS.    See  also  Sec.  29. 
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Sec  SMSa.  Borrower  seekiiiff  cancellation  of  note  and  deed 
of  tmst  to  broker  required  to  snpply  defldencies  in  hifl 
title  to  land 

In  an  action  to  cancel  a  note  and  deed  of  trust  given  to  a 
broker  to  procure  a  loan  on  farm  land,  where  the  application, 
signed  by  the  plaintiS,  the  prospective  borrower,  required  him 
to  famish  an  abstract  showing  perfect  title  to  the  satisfaction  of 
the  prospective  lender;  held,  that  objections  by  lender  to  the  ab- 
stract tendered  were  reasonable,  and  in  good  faith  the  plaintiff 
was  bound  to  supply  such  deficiencies  before  he  was  entitled  to  a 
return  of  the  commission  note,  etc.  Crews  v.  Lombard,  216  S. 
W.  510,  —  Mo.  Sup.  — . 

Sec  249.  Loan  defeated  throngh  wrong  dimensions  known  to 
broker  ban  commissions. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  to  recover* a  conmiission  for  pro- 
curing a  loan,  it  appeared  that  the  written  portion  of  the  ap- 
plication for  the  loan  was  filled  in  by  the  broker,  and  he  was 
aware  when  defendant  signed  the  application  that  defendant 
was  uncertain  as  to  the  exact  dimensions  of  the  lot  on  which 
security  was  to  be  given,  though  the  dimensions  were  stated 
in  the  application,  and  the  loan  was  rejected  because  the  di- 
mensions were  not  correctly  given.  Held,  that,  inasmuch  as 
the  broker  was  equally  responsible  with  the  defendant  for  not 
disclosing  the  situation  to  the  lenders,  and  for  their  refusal  to 
make  the  loan,  he  could  not  recover.  Shropshire  v.  Franikel, 
91  N.  Y.  S.  79,  45  Misc.  616.    See  also  Sec.  435. 

Sec  248a.  Broker  not  entitled  to  conunission  for  loan  de« 
f eated  by  misrepresentation  by  owner. 

Where  defendants  employed  plaintiff  to  procure  a  loan  on  the 
security  of  certain  timber  and  coal  land,  and  plaintiff  found  a 
person  who  wished  to  purchase  the  timber,  making  an  advance 
of  the  amount  desired  by  defendants  as  a  loan,  but  he  discontin- 
ued negotiations  because  he  discovered  that  the  representations  of 
defendants  as  to  the  amount  of  timber  on  the  land  were  exces- 
sive, the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover  the  agreed  commis- 
sion for  his  services.  McDonald  v.  Dxederich,  118  P.  341,  66 
Wash.  480. 
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Bepresentations  by  defendants  as  to  the  quantity  of  timber  on 
the  land  offered  as  secnrity  for  the  loan  which  the  plaintifF  was 
employed  to  procure  were  not  a  part  of  the  contract  between  the 
plaintiff  and  defendants  so  as  to  authorize  recovery  of  a  commis- 
sion in  case  of  failure  to  procure  the  loan  on  account  of  their 
falsity.    Id.    Crew  v.  Lombard,  216  S.  W.  510,  —  Mo.  Sup.  — . 

8eo.  260.    Where  loon  presented  by  dtf ective  title,  error  to 
grant  broker  judgment  for  full  compensation. 

Where  an  agreement  was  made  to  pay  plaintiff  $800,  if  he 
secured  a  certain  loan  for  defendant  on  its  property,  which 
sum  was  to  cover  all  fees,  lawyers'  charges,  disbursements,  etc, 
it  was  error  to  grant  a  judgment  for  the  full  amount,  where 
performance  was  prevented  by  reason  of  defendant's  defective 
title.  OatUng  v.  Central  Spar  Verein,  73  N.  Y.  S.  496,  67  App. 
D.  50 ;  Finck  v.  Pierce,  103  N.  Y.  S.  765,  53  Misc.  554.  See  also 
Sec.  572. 

8eo.  251.    Attorney  given  interest  in  land,  instead  of  cash,  as 
fee  for  procuring  loan. 

The  client  having  conveyed  to  the  attorney  an  interest  in 
the  estate  as  compensation  for  his  services,  instead  of  a  cash 
fee,  he  acquired  an  equitable  lien  thereon  for  his  compensa- 
tion in  procuring  the  loan.  Goad  v.  Hart,  128  Cal.  197,  60  P. 
761,  964. 

See.  252.    Verdict  for  broker  f (Mr  procuring  loan  set  aside  as 
against  the  weight  of  the  evidence. 

A  verdict  for  plaintiff  will  be  set  aside  as  against  the  weight 
of  the  evidence,  where,  on  the  issue,  whether  defendant  agreed 
to  pay  six  per  cent,  interest  for  the  loan,  so  as  to  render  him 
liable  to  plaintiff  for  procuring  a  person  ready  to  make  a  loan 
at  that  rate,  defendant  testified  that  he  did  not  agree  to  pay 
six  per  cent.,  and  his  testimony  was  contradicted  only  by  the 
agent  through  whom  the  loan  was  to  be  made,  who  testified 
to  a  conversation  with  defendant  about  the  loan,  and  stated 
that  the  rate  of  interest  was  to  be  six  per  cent.,  but  stated  no 
conversation  to  that  effect,  and  testified  that  he  wrote  defend- 
ant the  next  day  that  he  would  make  the  loan  at  six  per  cent. ; 
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that  defendant  at  once  refused,  because  the  interest  was  too 
high,  and  that  he  told  plaintiff  so  when  the  qnestion  of  inter- 
est was  broached;  since  it  is  apparent  that  the  statement  that 
six  per  cent,  was  to  be  paid  was  merely  an  inference  by  the 
plaintiff.  CrandaU  v.  PhOUps,  43  N.  Y.  S.  299,  13  App.  Div. 
118. 

Bee.  263.    Agreemeiit  as  to  commissions  to  broker  for  laroonring 
loan  a  qnestion  for  the  jury. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  for  securing  a  loan,  where  the 
evidence  for  plaintiff,  though  contradicted  by  defendant,  tends 
to  show  an  agreement  to  pay  one  per  cent,  on  the  amount 
loaned  by  parties  secured  by  plaintiff,  the  question  as  to  such 
agreement  is  for  the  jury.  Carter  v.  Moss,  210  Pa.  St  612,  60 
A.  310. 

Sec.  264.    Loan  to  purchaser  on  other  property,  procured  by 
seller's  broker,  makes  him  agent  of  purchaser  therefor. 

A  corporation  appointed  a  real  estate  broker  as  its  agent 
to  secure  a  purchaser  for  land  which  the  company  owned  in 
a  dty  other  than  that  in  which  it  had  its  principal  office ;  the 
person  thus  employed  put  up  a  ''for  sale"  sign  with  his  name 
on  it  as  agent,  but  this  was  not  known  to  the  corporation ;  a 
purchaser  was  procured  by  the  agent  and  offered  a  certain 
sum  for  the  property;  the  secretary  of  the  corporation  waited 
upon  the  purchaser  and  endeavored  to  secure  a  better  offer; 
not  succeeding  in  this,  he  said  that  the  purchaser  might  further 
"arrange  with"  the  agent,  naming  him,  or  "finish  it  out  with" 
the  agent;  the  corporation  subsequently  accepted  the  offer  of 
the  purchaser;  the  latter  then  employed  the  agent  to  raise 
money  on  a  morgage  on  other  real  estate  owned  by  him,  and 
such  a  mortgage  was  arranged  with  a  trust  company;  the 
money  was  paid  to  the  agent  who,  in  his  books,  credited  it 
to  the  account  of  the  purchaser,  and  made  certain  pa3nnents 
out  of  it  at  the  request  of  the  purchaser;  and  added  certain 
payments  to  it  received  from  the  purchaser,  so  that  the  amount 
of  the  loan,  which  was  the  amount  of  the  purchase  money, 
was  kept  about  the  same;  delay  ocurred  in  delivering  the 
deed,  and  meantime  the  agent  died,  and  his  estate  was  found 


212  AlCEBIGAN  LAW  BEAL  ESTATE  AGEKOT. 

insolvent.  Eeld,  that  the  agent  had  no  authority  to  receive 
the  money  on  behalf  of  the  corporation,  and  that  in  placing 
the  loan  and  receiving  the  proceeds  thereof  he  acted  as  the 
agent  of  the  purchaser.  Louis  Bergdott  Brewing  Co,  v.  Bobe, 
33  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  490.    See  also  Sec.  243.    Compare  Sec.  232. 

Sec.  256.  Broker  to  procure  loan,  not  thereby  anthoorized  to 
collect  principal  or  interest. 

The  fact  that  a  loan  broker  negotiates  a  loan  does  not  au- 
thorize him  to  collect  either  principal  or  interest,  though  the 
security  be  payable  at  his  office;  nor  does  the  fact  that  he  has 
authority  to  collect  interest  authorize  him  to  collect  the  prin- 
cipal. Hefferman  v.  Botteler,  87  Mo.  App.  316;  Ortmeier  v. 
Ivory,  208  111.  577,  70  N.  E.  665.  See  also  Sees.  257,  352,  356, 
566. 

Sec.  265a.  Broker  to  procure  a  loan  on  land  may  purchase 
latter  at  mortgage  sale. 

Where  a  broker  was  employed  to  secure  a  loan  to  enable  the 
principal  to  prevent  a  mortgage  foreclosure  sale,  but  failed  to 
procure  the  loan,  the  relation  did  not  prevent  a  purchase  by  him, 
in  good  faith,  at  the  mortgage  sale,  nor  raise  a  constructive  trust 
for  the  principal  on  such  a  purchase.  Clark  v.  Delano,  91  N.  E. 
299,  205  Mass.  224,  29  L.  B.  A.  (N.  S.)  696. 

Sec.  255b.  Borrower  entitled  to  cancellation  of  note  and 
mortgage  where  lender  paid  broker,  who  converted  the 
money  to  his  own  use. 

Where  a  lender  negligently  paid  the  draft  of  a  broker  employed 
to  procure  a  loan,  the  proceeds  of  which  were  converted  to  the 
broker's  own  use,  the  borrower  was  entitled  to  a  cancellation  of 
his  note  and  mortgage.  Robinson  v.  Citizens'  Tntst  Co,,  172  S. 
W.  1160,  187  Mo.  App.  61. 

Sec.  266,  Circumstances  held  to  show  broker  the  agent  of 
lender,  and  not  of  borrower. 

Where  a  principal  loans  money  to  a  large  number  of  bor- 
rowers, through  an  agent,  and  the  latter  by  agreement  takes 
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all  loans  payable  to  himself  and  indorses  the  notes  to  the 
lender,  and  draws  sight  drafts  for  the  amounts  needed,  and 
JB  intrnsted  with  the  care,  renewal  and  collection  of  such  loans, 
the  lender  is  not  a  bona  fide  holder  of  negotiable  paper,  and 
payment  to  the  agent  is  payment  to  the  principal.  Cheshire 
Prov.  Inst.  V.  Puesner,  63  Neb.  682,  88  N.  W.  849;  Harrison 
Nat.  Bk.  V.  Austin,  65  Neb.  632,  89  N.  W.  245 ;  Holt  v.  Schnei- 
der, 67  Neb.  523,  77  N.  W.  1086;  Hibbard  v.  Ford,  165  P.  510, 
—  Okl.  Sup.  — . 

Sec.  266a.    Where  casual  connection  of  broker  with  sale  en- 
titled him  to  agreed  commission. 

If  the  services  of  a  broker  had  a  casual  connection  to  a  sale 
and  purchase  of  land  after  direct  negotiations  between  the  parties, 
he  is  not  debarred  from  recovering  an  agreed  commission  because 
the  negotiations  were  not  continuous,  nor  by  the  mere  lapse  of 
time  before  the  sale  was  consummated,  nor  by  the  fact  that,  in 
the  meantime,  the  seller  had  given  options  to  others.  Cleveland 
Cliffs  Iron  Co.  v.  Gamble,  201  P.  329,  119  C.  C.  A.  567. 

See.  257.    Securities  made  payable  at  office  of  loan  company 
do  not  make  it  agent  to  collect. 

That  a  purchaser  of  negotiable  mortgage  securities,  which 
are  made  payable  at  the  office  of  the  loan  company  negotiat- 
ing them,  knows  that  the  loan  company  solicits  payment  of 
them  regularly  as  they  fall  due,  and  that  it  interests  itself  in 
the  payment  of  taxes  and  insurance  to  protect  the  security, 
does  not  make  such  loan  company  his  agent  to  collect,  nor 
charge  him  with  the  moneys  so  obtained,  where  he  has  no 
knowledge  of  any  claim  of  authority  from  him  or  of  owner- 
ship of  the  securities,  and  he  retains  possession  of  them,  and 
places  them  in  the  hands  of  another  agent  vnth  instructions 
to  formally  demand  payment.  Bradbury  v.  Kinney,  63  Neb. 
754,  89  N.  W.  257.    See  also  Sees.  255,  352,  356,  566. 

Sec.  257a.    Failure  of  borrower  to  raise  additional  money  to 
get  loan  barred  broker  of  commission. 

Where  prospective  lender  offered  to  make  loan  for  erection  of 
building  if  borrower  would  raise  an  additional  amount.    Her  in- 
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ability  to  do  this;  held,  not  to  entitle  a  broker  to  a  commission 
for  procuring  a  loan.  Cameron  v.  Ayres,  166  P.  801,  —  Cal. 
Sup.  — . 

Ctoo.  257b.   First  of  several  brokers  who  secured  accepted  loaa 
entitled  to  the  commission. 

Where  a  person  employs  several  brokers  to  negotiate  a  loan, 
the  employer,  provided  he  remains  neutral  toward  the  several 
brokers,  is  liable  only  for  a  commission  to  the  one  who  first  ne- 
gotiates the  loan;  or,  if  he  has  not  delegated  the  authority  to 
conclude  the  transaction,  to  the  one  who  first  produces  a  person 
able,  ready  and  willing  to  lend  on  terms  agreeable  to  the  em- 
ployer, and  this  without  any  express  contract  to  that  effect. 
Hendricks  v.  Coth,  176  K  W.  226,  —  Mich  Sup.  — . 
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Sec.  268.    Purchaser  bound  by  agent's  knowledge  and  can  no! 
dupnie  mortgagee's  right  to  refcHrm  mortgagei. 

A  broker  who  is  emplt^ed  by  an  owner  of  land  to  find  a 
purchaser  therefor  and  is  paid  a  commission  for  his  services 
may,  after  the  conclusion  of  the  contract  of  sale,  lawfully  be- 
come the  agent  of  the  purchaser,  to  pass  on  the  title,  pay  the 
price,  and  receive  the  deed  for  the  purchaser,  if  the  purchaser 
has  knowledge  of  his  former  relations  to  the  vendor;  hence, 
knowledge  acquired  by  the  broker  before  the  contract  of  sale 
was  closed  that  an  outstanding  mortgage  executed  by  the  ven- 
dor was  intended  by  the  parties  thereto  to  cover  the  land  em- 
braced in  the  contract  of  sale,  but  through  a  mistake  of  the 
scrivener  a  different  tract  was  described  therein,  was  charge- 
able to  the  purchaser,  and  estopped  him  from  disputing  the 
mortgagee's  right  to  have  the  mortgage  reformed,  and  enforced 
against  the  land  intended  to  be  covered  by  it.  Vercruyse  v. 
Waiiams,  112  Fed.  206,  50  C.  C.  A.  486 ;  Darmitzer  v.  German 
8av.  &  Loan  Soc,  23  Wash.  132,  62  P.  862.    See  also  Sec.  844. 

See.  260.    Broker  selling  under  power  in  a  mortgage  oommite 
no  breach  in  not  notifying  mortgagor  of  proposed  sale. 

A  mortgage  note  was  given  by  the  mortgagee  to  a  real  es- 
tate broker  for  collection,  and  the  mortgagor  also  placed  the 
land  in  his  hands  for  private  sale;  a  private  sale  which  the 
broker  attempted  to  make  having  failed,  on  acount  of  a  defect 
in  the  title,  and  the  mortgagor  having  ceased  to  trust  or  rely 
on  the  broker,  the  latter  had  the  property  sold  under  a  power 
in  the  mortgage,  without  notifying  the  mortgagor,  and  it  was 
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bought  by  a  third  person  who  had  no  privity  with  the  broker. 
Held,  that  the  broker  was  not  guilty  of  a  breach  of  trust.  BUchie 
V.  Judd,  137  ni.  463,  27  K  E.  682. 

Sec.  269a.    Act  oonstitatiBg  breach  of  agency  contract 

Where  a  party  under  a  contract  is  to  secure  for  a  second  party 
options  on  certain  properties,  and  the  second  party  directs  him 
not  to  proceed  with  reference  to  securing  options  on  one  of  the 
properties,  this  is  a  breach  of  the  contract  for  which  the  second 
party  is  liable  for  damages.  Worthingtan  v.  McOarry,  42  S.  988, 
149  Ala.  251. 

Sec.  259b.    Landowner's  refusal  to  fix  date  of  public  sale  ct 
land  not  a  breach  of  broker's  contract 

A  landowner's  refusal  to  name  the  day  for  a  public  sale  of 
land  which  a  broker  had  contracted  to  develop  and  sell  at  public 
or  private  sale  within  a  year;  held,  not  to  constitute  a  breach  of 
the  broker's  contract  of  employment.  Phillips  v.  Troutman,  197 
F.  990,  117  C.  C.  A.  666. 

Sec.  260.    Brdnr  liahle  for  loss  through  failing  to  record 
mortgage. 

To  an  action  against  a  broker  employed  to  sell  a  dairy  for 
damages  sustained  by  the  plaintiff  through  the  broker's  fail- 
ure to  record,  in  accordance  with  his  undertaking,  a  mortgage 
taken  by  him  from  a  purchaser  of  the  dairy  securing  the  lat- 
ter's  notes,  which  were  assumed  by  a  subsequent  purchaser 
of  the  dairy  from  him,  who  afterwards  conveyed  it,  and  who, 
as  well  as  the  first  purchaser,  is  insolvent,  it  is  no  defense  that 
the  dairy,  when  sold  by  the  first  to  the  second  purchaser,  was 
still  unincumbered,  and  that  plaintiff  rejected  an  offer  by 
the  first  purchaser  to  transfer  the  dairy  to  him  in  satisfac- 
tion of  the  amount  due  him.  Stewart  v.  Muse,  62  Ind.  385. 
See  also  Sec.  349. 

Sec.  261.    Broker  liable  for  loss  from  unpaid  mortgage,  whoe 
he  undertook  to  examine  the  title. 
In  an  action  against  a  real  estate  agent  for  failure  to  ex* 
amine  the  title  of  land  purchased  by  him  for  plaintiff,  a  com- 
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plaint  allegjng  that  the  grantor  had  mortgaged  the  land  con- 
T^ed  and  other  land,  and  that  the  mortgages  had  been  fore- 
closed and  the  land  in  question  sold,  without  showing  whether 
the  grantor  was  not  still  the  owner  of  the  other  land  mortgaged 
and  that  it  was  not  worth  more  than  the  mortgage  debt,  or 
that  plaintiff  applied  for  an  order,  in  the  decree  for  fore- 
dosnre,  that  such  land  be  first  sold,  is  demurrable.  Sears  v. 
Forbes,  122  Ind.  358,  23  N.  E.  773. 

An  agent  who  had  no  knowledge  of  the  mortgage,  and  had 
not  agreed  to  examine  the  title  is  not  liable  to  the  purchaser 
for  loss  occasioned  by  the  existence  of  the  mortgage.  Id.  See 
also  See.  349. 

Sec.  282.    Broker  not  entitled  to  charge  expenses  of  foreclosing 
mortgage  to  principal. 

A  real  estate  broker  made  loans  in  his  principal's  name,  and 
to  secure  his  commissions  took  second  mortgages  in  his  own 
name,  and  at  sales  thereunder  bid  in  the  properly,  and  there- 
after, without  the  knowledge  of  his  principal,  quit-claimed  to 
her  the  lands  so  acquired,  the  deeds  being  placed  among  her 
papers  in  his  possession.  Held,  that,  in  the  absence  of  ratifi- 
cation and  acceptance  of  the  deeds,  the  broker  was  not  en- 
titled to  credit  for  his  expenses  of  foreclosures  under  the  sec- 
ond mortgages  and  for  taxes  paid  without  the  principal's 
knowledge,  on  the  theory  that  such  expenditures  inured  to  her 
benefit.  Carpenter  v.  Monsen,  92  Wis.  449,  65  N.  W.  1027, 
66  N.  W.  692. 

Sec.  263.    Power  to  sell  does  not  include  power  to  mortgage. 
A  power  to  sell  land  does  not  include  power  to  mortgage. 

StranghUl  v.  Anstey,  1  De  Gex,  M.  &  G.  (Eng.)  635;  Payn  v. 
Cooper,  16  Beavan  (Eng.),  396;  Halderby  v.  Spofford,  1  Beavan 
(Eng.),  390;  Jeff  ray  v.  Hurst,  49  Mich.  31;  Contant  v.  Ser- 
voss,  3  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  128;  Btissell  v.  RusseU,  36  N.  Y.  581; 
Bloomer  v.  Waldron,  3  Hill  (N.  Y.),  361;  Taylor  v.  Galloway, 
1  Ohio,  232. 

A  power  to  sell  and  convey  does  not,  as  a  general  rule,  con- 
fer a  ix>wer  to  mortgage,  and  a  mortgage  executed  under  a 
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power  of  attorney  authorizing  the  attorney  to  sell  and  convey 
is  void.    Morris  v.  Watson,  15  Minn.  212.    See  also  Sec.  266. 

Beo.  264.    Agent  to  invest  money  eonflned  to  flnrt  mortgagei. 
An  agent  employed  to  invest  money  on  mortgage  security, 

can  not  invest  in  a  second  mortgage,  without  the  express  con- 
sent of  his  principal,  and  if  he  does  will  be  liable  for  negli- 
gence.    Whitney  v.  Mariine,  6  Abb.   (N.  Y.)   N.  Cases,  72. 

8eo.  266.    Broker  making  loan,  knowing  of  prior  mortgafo, 
principal's  subordinated  thereto. 

Where  an  agent  makes  a  loan  on  mortgage,  with  knowledge 
of  the  fact  that  a  prior  unrecorded  mortgage  on  the  same  prop- 
erty exists,  taken  by  him  as  agent  for  another  person,  his  prin- 
cipal in  the  second  transaction  takes  charged  with  the  knowl- 
edge of  the  agent,  and  can  not  enforce  such  second  mortgage 
as  against  the  prior  unrecorded  mortgage.  Constant  v.  Roches- 
ter  Univ.,  17  N.  Y.  S.  363.  (In  the  States  of  Arkansas,  North 
Carolina  and  Ohio  mortgages  take  precedence  solely  by  prior- 
ity of  record,  or  notice  in  previous  recorded  conveyance  of 
an  unrecorded  trust  deed.)     Jones  on  Mortgages  Sec.  539. 

Sac.  266.    Power  to  purchase  gives  none  to  secure  paroiuuM 
money  by  mortgage. 

An  agent  employed  to  purchase  property  with  particular 
funds  has  no  authority  to  mortgage  the  property  to  secure 
the  purchase  money,  and  such  mortgage  will  not  bind  the  prop- 
erty. Fraser  v.  McPherson,  3  Desau.  (S.  C.)*  898.  See  also 
Sec.  263. 

8ea  267.    Whether  agent  taking  mortgage  with  wrong  de- 
scription was  guilty  of  negligence,  a  question  for  the  Jury. 

In  an  action  by  a  principal  against  an  agent  for  negligence 
in  procuring  a  mortgage  to  be  executed  in  her  favor,  in  which 
the  land  was  wrongly  described.  Held,  that  it  should  be  left 
to  the  jury  to  say  whether  the  plaintiff  was  guilty  of  con- 
tributory negligence  is  not  discovering  the  mistake,  which  was 
patent  upon  the  face  of  the  mortgage.  Munford  v.  MiUer,  7 
111.  App.  62. 
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Sea  268.    Mortgage  taken  by  lender,  bound  by  fraud  of  agents 
and  initnunent  set  aside. 

A  goardian,  by  fraudulent  proceedings  in  court,  obtained 
an  order  and  sold  property  inherited  by  his  ward,  and  his 
vendee,  who  participated  in  the  fraud,  afterwards  mortgaged 
the  property  to  secure  a  large  loan;  the  mortgage  was  made 
through  a  broker,  and  the  mortgagee  testified  that  the  broker 
was  defendant's  agent  for  the  service  of  process  and  for  no 
other  purpose,  and  that  defendant  dealt  with  him  as  with  other 
brokers ;  the  broker  passed  on  the  value  of  the  securities,  fixed 
the  terms  of  the  loans,  subject  to  the  mortgagee's  approval, 
looked  after  the  titles,  employed  attorneys  to  examine  the  same, 
received  the  money  and  paid  it  to  the  mortgagors,  and  in  let- 
ters to  the  mortgagee  spoke  of  the  loans  as  made  ''by  us;'' 
in  negotiating  the  loan  in  question  he  was  associated  with  a 
third  person,  and  attorneys  were  employed  by  them  who  knew  of 
sack  fraudulent  probate  proceedings,  and  that  the  proceedings 
were  made  for  the  purpose  of  showing  a  clear  title  to  the  mort* 
gaged  property.  Eeld,  sufBcient  to  show  that  the  broker  was 
the  agent  of  the  mortgagee  so  as  to  make  notice  of  the  fraud  to 
him  sufficient  notice  to  the  mortgagee  to  prevent  the  defense 
of  good  faith  by  it  to  an  action  by  the  ward  to  set  aside  such 
sale  and  mortgage  as  fraudulent.  Dormitzer  v.  Oerman  8av. 
&  Loan  Soc,  23  Wash.  132,  62  P.  862 ;  Yercruyse  v.  WUliams, 
112  Fed.  206,  50  C.  C.  A.  486. 

Sec.  260.    Payment  on  mortgage  by  pmrdiaser  to  seller's  agent, 
did  not  bind  mortgagee. 

Complainant  purchased  through  a  real  estate  agent  prop- 
erty subject  to  a  mortgage;  subsequently  respondent  took  an 
assignment  of  the  mortgage  which  he  failed  to  record;  there- 
after complainant  made  payments  on  the  mortgage  to  the 
agent,  without  asking  to  see  the  mortgage  or  mortgage  note, 
he  assuming  that  the  agent  was  the  agent  of  the  holder  of 
the  mortgage;  the  agent  was  not,  in  fact,  employed  by  re- 
spondent, and  did  not  account  to  him  for  the  payments  made 
by  complainant  on  the  mortgage,  except  by  paying  interest, 
in  doing  which  he  represented  that  he  was  acting  for  com- 
plainant.   Held,  that  there  was  no  evidence  of  the  real  estate 
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agent's  capacity  as  agent  for  respondent,  so  as  to  charge  re- 
spondent with  the  receipt  of  the  unaccounted  for  payments 
made  by  complainant.  Ward  v.  Trustees,  27  R.  I.  262,  61  A. 
651;  Ortmeier  v.  Ivory,  208  HI.  577,  70  N.  E.  665;  Henken  v. 
Schwicker,  73  N.  Y.  S.  656,  67  App.  Div.  196,  174  N.  Y.  298. 

Sec.  270.    Broker  liable  for  negligence  in  failing  to  learn  lia- 
bility under  a  mortgage. 

A  real  estate  broker  contracted  for  his  principal  to  pur- 
chase land  for  a  certain  amount  and  assume  the  incumbrance 
as  part  of  the  consideration;  the  record  of  the  mortgage  on 
the  land,  while  showing  the  rate  of  interest  ordinarily  borne 
by  the  notes  secured  by  the  mortgage,  did  not  show  that  past 
due  notes  and  installments  of  interest  bore  an  increased  rate 
of  interest;  the  broker  did  not  ascertain  this  fact  and  over- 
paid the  vendor  in  consequence.  Held,  that  the  broker  was 
guilty  of  negligence  rendering  him  liable  for  the  overpasrment. 
Hindricks  v.  Brady  (S.  D.  Sup.  '06),  108  N.  W.  332;  reversed 
and  modified  Sec.  270a. 

Sec.  270a.    Broker  held  liable  only  for  failure  to  collect  for 
purchaser  interest  due  as  shown  by  the  record. 

A  broker  contracted  for  his  principal  to  purchase  land  for 
a  certain  amount.  There  was  a  mortgage  upon  the  land  to 
secure  several  notes.  The  record  definitely  stated  the  rate  of 
interest  borne  by  the  notes  to  be  six  per  cent,  per  annum;  but 
did  not  show  that  past  due  notes  and  installments  of  interest 
bore  an  increased  rate  of  interest.  The  broker  did  not  ascer- 
tain this  fact,  and  failed  to  investigate,  as  requested  by  the 
principal,  to  see  that  one  of  the  notes  had  been  paid.  The 
principal,  going  on  the  assumption  that  the  one  note  had  been 
paid,  and  that  this  bore  only  six  per  cent,  interest,  overpaid  for 
the  land,  and  sought  to  recover  from  the  broker.  Held,  that  the 
broker  had  a  right  to  rely  upon  the  recitals  of  the  record, 
which  definitely  stated  the  rate  of  interest,  as  had  the  prin- 
cipal, who  could  not  be  held  for  the  higher  rate,  and  hence 
there  could  be  no  recovery  from  the  broker  for  payments  of 
interest  in  excess  of  that  rate.  Judgment,  20  S.  D.  509,  108 
N.  W.  332,  reversed  on  rehearing.  Hinrichs  v.  Brady  (S.  D. 
Sup.  '09),  121  N.  W.  777. 
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Sac  271.    Broker  liable  for  negligence  for  loss  in  taking  mort- 
gage on  other  and  not  on  land  sold. 

A  mortgage  for  $1,200  taken  by  real  estate  brokers  as  se- 
curity for  the  price  of  property  sold  by  them,  was  on  prop- 
erty valued  at  $2,300,  on  which  there  was  a  first  mortgage 
for  $1,800,  no  security  was  taken  by  the  brokers  on  the  prop- 
erty sold,  and  the  purchaser  became  insolvent  in  about  three 
months  after  the  sale.  Held,  sufficient  to  sustain  a  finding 
that  the  broker  was  negligent  in  regard  to  the  security.  Har- 
low V.  Barilett,  170  Mass.  584,  49  N.  E.  1014.  See  also  Sec. 
349. 

8eo.  271a.    Broker  liable  in  damages  for  assuring  responsi- 
bility of  irresponsible  lessee. 

Where  plaintiff  relied  on  defendant  agent's  assurance  that  the 
purchaser  of  the  plaintiff's  leasehold  interest  would  pay  a  bonus, 
60  that  the  tenant  would  be  safe  in  moving  out,  the  liability  of 
defendant  to  plaintiff  is  not  the  amount  the  purchaser  of  the 
lease  would  have  paid  had  he  performed,  but  is  the  loss  occa- 
sioned plaintiff  by  defendant  agent's  wrongful  or  negligent  act 
in  giving  the  assurance.  Western  Bakeries  v.  John  Davis  £  Co., 
188  P.  406,  —  Wash.  Sup.  — . 

Sec.  272.    Broker  securing  conditional  sale  of  mortgage,  not 
consummated^  did  not  earn  commissions. 

Where  a  broker  employed  to  sell  the  note  and  mortgage 
given  by  a  cemetery  association  for  money  used  to  purchase 
Teal  estate  described  in  the  mortgage,  obtained  a  purchaser  on 
condition  that  the  latter's  conveyancer  was  satisfied  with  the 
mortgage,  and  the  sale  was  not  consummated  because  said  con- 
veyancer refused  to  approve  the  same,  defendants  being  at  all 
times  ready  to  assign  the  note  and  mortgage  to  the  purchaser 
procured,  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover  commissions. 
Wiggen  v.  HolbrooJc,  190  Mass.  157,  76  IT.  E.  463;  Sugarman  v. 
Keams,  146  N.  T.  Sup.  192,  84  Misc.  Bep.  450.  See  also  Sees. 
119,  193,  224,  449.  Shapiro  v.  Nadler,  99  N.  T.  S.  879,  51 
Hisc  13. 
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Sec.  273.  Fraud  of  agent  in  appropriating  money  received  to 
paj  off  mortgages. 
Defendant  applied  to  a  real  estate  agent  for  a  mortgage 
loan ;  three  unsatisfied  mortgages  were  to  be  paid  with  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  loan;  plaintiff  agreed  with  the  agent  to  make  the 
loan,  and  gave  the  agent  a  check  for  the  amount,  taking  a 
mortgage  on  the  property,  the  agent  assuring  him  that  he 
would  search  the  title  and  see  that  plaintiff  had  a  first  mort- 
gage, but  not  informing  him  of  the  outstanding  incumbrances; 
on  execution  of  the  mortgage  defendant  instructed  the  agent 
to  pay  off  the  three  outstanding  mortgages  with  a  part  of  the 
money  in  his  possession;  the  agent  paid  off  one  of  the  three 
mortgages  only  and  appropriated  the  rest  of  the  money.  Hdd, 
that  the  payment  of  the  amount  of  the  loan  to  the  agent  was 
a  payment  to  him  as  agent  of  the  defendant.  Henker  v. 
Schwicker,  73  N.  T.  S.  656,  67  App.  Div.  196,  174  N.  Y.  298. 
See  also  Sec.  269. 

Sea  274.    Failure  of  purchaser  to  execute  miurtgage  defeated 
broker's  right  to  commissions. 

A  contract  for  the  purchase  of  real  estate  provided  that 
the  same  should  be  void,  at  the  will  of  the  vendor,  if  default 
should  be  made  by  the  vendee  in  completing  the  purchase  by 
making  the  due  cash  payments  and  executing  a  mortgage  for 
the  balance  of  the  purchase  money,  time  being  of  the  essence 
of  the  contract,  $500  cash  paid  upon  its  execution  to  be  for- 
feited to  the  vendor;  a  commission  contract,  executed  at  the 
same  time,  provided  that  the  vendor  would  pay  the  broker 
$2,500  commissions  if  the  contract  of  purchase  should  be  per- 
formed by  making  the  payments  and  executing  the  mortgage 
as  provided.  Held,  that  the  vendee  having  failed  to  make  the 
deferred  cash  payments  and  to  execute  the  mortgage,  the  vendor 
having  been  ready,  willing  and  able  to  perform  the  contract  until 
such  default,  could  take  advantage  thereof,  cancel  the  contract, 
and  remove  the  cloud  from  the  record  by  appropriate  legal  pro- 
ceedings; under  such  circumstances  commissions  are  not  earned. 
Tan  Norman  v.  Fiichette,  100  Minn.  145,  110  N.  W.  861.  See 
also  Sec.  179. 
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8ec«  274a.    Sale  of  land  by  mortgagiae  not  withdrawal  oon^ 
templated  in  oontraet  with  brolnr. 

Where  owner  of  land  agreed  with  a  broker  to  pay  withdrawal 
fee  if  he  withdrew  the  land  from  the  broker's  hands  before  a 
purchaser  was  procured;  held^  that  a  sale  of  the  land  by  the 
mortgagee  for  breach  of  condition  was  not  snch  a  withdrawal. 
E,  A.  Straui  Farm  Agency  ▼.  McTeer,  88  A.  411,  111  Me.  169. 

Sec  274b.    When  mortgage  given,  owner  entitled  to  know 
wlio  purchaser  was. 

Where  the  terms  negotiated  by  the  broker  called  for  the  giving 
of  a  mortgage  for  one-half  of  the  price,  the  employer  was  entitled 
to  know  who  the  purchaser  was.  Coppage  v.  Howard,  96  A.  642, 
127  Md.  512. 

Bee.  276.    In  computing  commiaaions  mortgage  treated  aa  part 
of  purchaae  price. 

Defendant  was  the  owner  of  certain  land  on  which  there 
was  a  mortgage,  for  the  payment  of  which  he  was  not  person- 
aUy  bound,  and  he  gave  plaintiff  the  ezdiisiye  sale  of  the  land 
for  sixty  days,  and  one-half  of  all  moneys  obtained  on  the 
sale  thereof  over  $20  per  acre,  less  $455;  plaintiff  procured 
a  purchaser  to  whom  the  defendant  conveyed  the  land  sub- 
ject to  the  mortgage  which  the  purchaser  did  not  assume. 
Held,  that  in  determining  plaintiff's  compensation  the  amount 
of  the  mortgage  must  be  taken  as  a  part  of  the  purchase  price. 
Sohart  v.  Stewart,  99  Minn.  394,  109  N.  W.  704.  See  also 
Sees.  376,  369. 

See.  276a.    When  mortgage  should  not  be  added  to  increase 
broker's  commission. 

Where  property  is  listed  with  real  estate  broker  for  sale  for  a 
stated  amount,  which  included  an  existing  mortgage,  the  commis- 
sion, unless  for  some  special  reason  to  the  contrary,  should  be 
based  on  a  sale  for  this  amount;  but  where,  in  order  to  promote 
the  sale,  money  for  improving  the  properties  is  raised  by  a  mort- 
gage, executed  by  the  owner  and  guaranteed  by  the  buyer,  who 
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assumes  its  payment,  the  commission  should  not  be  increased  on 
that  account,  unless  an  agreement  to  that  effect  may  be  implied 
from  other  circumstances.  Fuller  v.  Preston,  191  P.  493,  —  Kan. 
Sup.  — . 


Sec.  276.    Declaring  bonds  illegal  deprived  brokers  of  com- 
missions for  negotiating  sale. 

Plaintiff  entered  into  an  agreement  with  defendant  who 
had  agreed  to  take  certain  county  bonds  at  par  in  payment 
of  any  county  work  which  he  had  contracted  to  do,  to  sell  the 
bonds,  his  conmiissions  to  be  deducted  from  the  second  pay- 
ment of  money  realized  from  the  sale;  plaintiff  obtained  a 
purchaser  who  was  willing,  able  and  ready  to  purchase  the 
bonds,  but  before  the  second  block  was  delivered  the  issue  was 
declared  illegal,  their  delivery  perpetually  enjoined,  and  the 
purchaser  secured  by  the  plaintiff  never  paid  for  the  block 
delivered.  Held,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  any 
commissions  for  securing  a  purchaser,  as  no  second  payment 
was  ever  made.  Owen  v.  Bamsey,  23  Ind.  App.  285,  55  N.  E. 
247. 

Sec.  277.    Broker  selling  bonds  entitled  to  conmiissions  on 
procnring  party  ready  to  buy  on  terms  spedfled. 

A  broker  employed  to  sell  bonds  is  entitled  to  compensation 
upon  producing  a  party  ready,  willing  and  able  to  buy  on  the 
terms  specified  by  the  vendor,  although  the  sale  is  not  consum- 
mated, where  the  broker  is  without  fault.  Thompson  v.  City  of 
Sea  Isle,  68  N.  Y.  S.  203,  27  Misc.  834 ;  Butterfield  v.  Con.  Fuel 
Co.,  132  P.  659,  42  Utah,  499 ;  Shea  Realty  Corp.  v.  Page  <6  Tay- 
lor, 69  S.  E.  327,  111  Va.  490 ;  Smith  v.  Lyons  Salt.  Co.,  177  S. 
W.  1057,  —  Mo.  App.  — ;  Ely  v.  Wilde,  122  P.  122,  62  Or.  111. 

Sec  277a.    Broker  who  ceased  eflTorts  not  entitled  to  com; 
mission  on  bonds  sold  by  anofher. 

Broker  not  entitled  to  commission  for  the  sale  of  bonds,  who 
ceased  his  efforts  and  transaction  was  closed  by  another.  Ely  v. 
Wilde,  122  P.  1122,  62  Or.  111. 
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See.  277b.    Broker  not  entifled  to  commiflsion  on  bonds  sold 
to  his  customer  alter  his  agency  ended. 

Broker  not  entitled  to  oommissions  for  sale  of  bonds,  after  his 
authority  terminated,  by  the  owner  to  purchaser  procured  by 
broker.  Butierfield  v.  Consolidated  Fuel  Co.,  132  P.  559,  42 
Utah,  499;  Brown  v.  Northampton-Easion  £  W.  TtXLction  Co., 
200  F.  897,  119  C.  C.  A.  193. 

Sec  278.    Broker  not  entitled  to  compensation  for  sale  of 
bonds  where  purchaser  withdrew  conditional  acceptance. 

Above  case  afterwards  reversed,  on  the  ground  that  the  broker 
vho  was  promised  a  commission  to  be  paid  on  completion  of  the 
sale,  was  not  entitled  thereto  where  the  purchaser  whom  he  fur- 
nifihed  withdrew  a  conditional  acceptance  of  the  bonds  'offered. 
Thompson  v.  City  of  Sea  Isle,  59  K  Y.  S.  596,  28  Misc.  494; 
Sinier  v.  American  Palace  Car  Co.,  131  N".  T.  Sup.  17,  146  App. 
Div.  859,  954;  Neuhart  v.  Geo.  K.  Porter  Co.,  138  P.  951,  23 
Cal.  App.  526.    See  also  Sec.  556. 

Sec  279.   Broker  transferring  bonds  by  delivery,  without  dis- 
closing principal,  liable  in  case  they  are  nuU  and  void. 

If  a  broker  or  other  agent  transfer  bonds  by  delivery,  without 
disclosing  who  is  his  principal,  he  is,  himself,  to  be  regarded  as 
the  principal,  and  is  responsible  to  refund  the  money  paid,  if  the 
bonds  are  declared  null  and  void.  Eerwig  v.  Richardson,  44 
La.  Ann.  703,  11  So.  135.  Compare  Cooper  v.  Illinois  Central 
B.  Co.,  57  N.  Y.  S.  925,  38  App.  Div.  22.    See  also  Sec.  601. 

Sea  280.    Broker  selling  bonds  in  good .  faith  not  liable  to 
trust  estate  because  illegally  sold. 


Bonds  belonging  to  a  trust  estate  were  presented  to  certain 
brokers  at  a  time  when  they  were  registered  in  the  name  of  S, 
executor;  some  days  later,  when  left  with  them  for  sale,  they  had 
been  discharged  from  registry  and  were  payable  to  bearer ;  it  did 
not  appear  that  the  brokers  had  any  knowledge  that  the  executor 
was  dead,  or  of  the  condition  of  the  estate  of  which  he  was  ex- 
ecutor. Held,  that,  on  a  sale  by  them  of  such  bonds  they  were 
not  liable  to  the  estate,  because  the  bonds  were  in  fact  a  part  of 
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the  trust  fond  and  illegally  BOld.  Cooper  v.  III.  Cent  B.  Co,,  57 
N.  Y.  S.  925,  38  App.  Div.  22.  Compare  Herwig  v.  Bichardson, 
44  La.  Ann.  703,  11  So.  135.    See  ako  Sec.  851. 

860.  281.    Anthority  to  a  village  to  issue  bonds,  includes  au- 
thority to  employ  broker  to  dispose  of  them. 

Express  authority  of  a  village  to  borrow  money  and  issue 
bonds  therefor,  includes  implied  authority  to  employ  a  person 
to  procure  a  purchaser  for  the  bonds,  whether  he  be  a  broker 
or  not.  Armstrong  v.  Village  of  Ft.  Edtvards,  159  N.  Y.  315, 
53  N.  E.  1116. 

Sec.  282.    Building  materials,  building  contract,  builder's  loan. 

In  an  action  against  a  real  estate  agent  to  compel  him  to 
convey  property  which  it  was  alleged  he  had  been  employed 
to  purchase  for  his  principal,  and  the  title  to  which  was  taken 
in  the  agent's  name  and  for  damages,  the  advance  which,  in 
the  meantime,  had  taken  place  in  the  price  of  building  mate- 
rial, was  held  too  remote  to  constitute  an  element  of  damages. 
Harrison  v.  Craven,  188  Mo.  590,  87  S.  W.  962. 

A  broker  was  held  entitled  to  recover  compensation  for  fur- 
nishing information  in  consequence  of  which  a  builder  entered 
.  into  a  contract  for  the  erection  of  a  building.  Kaesiner  v. 
Oldham,  102  111.  App.  372. 

Where  there  is  a  special  agreement  to  that  effect,  a  broker 
who  secures  a  responsible  purchaser,  who  buys  subject  to  a 
builder's  loan,  is  not  entitled  to  his  commissions  till  the  pur- 
chaser has  earned  his  first  payment ;  i.  e.,  when  the  second  tier 
of  beams  is  laid.    Leitner  v.  Boehm,  56  N.  Y.  S.  227. 

Sec.  282a.    Broker  entitled  only  to  advances  where  sale  was 
made  by  owner's  manager. 

Where  plaintiff  was  to  receive  commissions  for  the  sale  of  de- 
fendant's property,  and  an  advancement  of  $20  per  week,  to  be 
credited  on  any  commissions  that  he  might  earn,  the  only  compen- 
sation to  which  he  was  entitled  for  showing  purchaser  over  the 
premises,  the  sale  being  subsequently  made  by  defendant's  man- 
ager, was  the  advances  to  which  plaintiff  was  entitled  regardless 
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of  whether  he  made  the  sale.    Handy  v.  Pan  Cortlandi  Realty 
Co.,  140  N.  Y.  Sup.  1081,  156  App.  Div.  110. 

Sec.  283.    Broker  has  a  lien  on  aecnritiea  in  his  hands  for  his 
conunissiona. 

A  broker  is  entitled  to  a  lien  for  his  commissions  on  a  note 
and  mortgage  or  on  the  proceeds  thereof  left  in  his  possession 
to  negotiate  a  sale  thereof.  Peterson  v.  Hall,  61  Minn.  268,  63 
N.  W.  733;  Carpenter  v.  Monsen,  92  Wis.  449,  66  N.  W.  1027,  66 
N.  W.  692.  Contra,  State  Bank  v.  Cullen  (N.  D.  Sup.  '09),  121 
N.  W.  85.    Compare  Sees.  285,  287. 

Sec  283a.    Broker  required  to  surrender  collateral  to  secure 
commissions  on  revocation  of  authority. 

Where  plaintiff  had  revoked  agreement  to  pay  defendant  com- 
missions for  sale  of  property  of  a  corporation  controlled  by  him, 
after  revoking  agreement  by  the  corporation  to  pay  such  commis- 
sion; held,  not  to  entitle  defendant  to  hold  collateral  deposited 
by  plaintiff  as  security  for  conmiissions  on  a  future  sale.  Blais- 
dell  V.  Steinfeld,  137  P.  555,  15  Ariz.  155. 

Sec.  284.   A  loan  broker  has  a  lien  for  his  fees  on  fonds  com- 
ing into  his  hands. 

A  broker  employed  to  obtain  a  loan  of  money  upon  a  commis- 
sion has  a  lien  for  his  fees  and  may  retain  them.  Vinton  v. 
Baldwin,  95  Ind.  433.    See  also  Sees.  285,  288. 

Sec.  284a.    Broker  denied  right  to  assert  Uen  for  oommission 
on  exchange  rescinded  for  firand. 

If  broker  who  acted  as  agent  for  both  parties  to  a  real  estate 
exchange  transaction  was  a  party  to,  or  had  notice  of  the  fraud 
that  induced  the  consummation  of  the  transaction,  he  is  in  no 
podtion  to  assert  lien  for  conmiissions  on  one  of  the  tracts  of 
land  conveyed,  reserved  in  the  deed,  after  the  transaction  had 
been  rescinded  because  of  such  fraud,  though  rescission  did  not 
specifically  provide  for  the  cancellation  of  commission  notes. 
Speer  v.  Dalrymple,  222  S.  W.  174,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

If  broker  who  had  acted  as  agent  for  both  parties  to  real  es- 
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tate  exchange  transaction  was  a  party  to  or  consented  to  rescis- 
sion of  transaction  on  the  ground  that  it  had  been  induced  by 
frauds  he  could  not  enforce  the  lien  on  land  of  defrauded  party 
reserved  in  the  deed  by  which  the  land  was  conveyed.    Id. 

Sec.  286.    In  the  absmoe  of  a  contract  a  broker  hae  no  lien  cm 
funds  or  secnritieB  of  his  principal. 

A  real  estate  broker  has  no  lien  for  services  on  a  certificate 
of  deposit  belonging  to  the  principal.  Bobinson  v.  Stewart, 
97  Mich.  454,  56  N.  W.  853 ;  Arthur  v.  Sylvester,  105  Pa,  St. 
233;  Jones'  Appeal,  80  Pa.  St.  54;  May  field  v.  Turner,  180 
111.  332,  54  N.  E.  418.    See  also  Sec.  373. 

However,  there  are  cases  upholding  the  broker's  right  to 
such  special  lien.  Richards  v.  Oaskell,  39  Ean.  428,  18  P. 
494;  Carpenter  v.  Monsen,  92  Wis.  449,  65  N.  W.  1027,  66 
N.  W.  692 ;  Vinton  v.  Baldvnn,  95  Ind.  433 ;  Oerry  v.  Brumage, 
46  Ind.  59. 

Sec.  286.    Where  broker  has  a  lien  it  exists  only  so  long  as 
he  holds  the  property. 

The  equitable  lien  of  a  broker  exists  only  so  long  as  he 
has  possession  of  the  land  or  title  papers,  and  his  debt  re- 
mains unbarred  by  the  statute  of  limitations.  Byers  v.  Dan- 
ley,  27  Ark.  77. 

Sec.  287.    The  lien  of  a  broker  for  commissions  is  confined  td 
the  specific  securities  affected. 

A  real  estate  broker,  who  is  not  an  attomey-at-law,  can  not 
claim  a  general  lien  on  all  securities  in  his  possession  for  ex- 
penses incurred  in  managing  some  of  such  securities,  but  the 
lien  is  confined  to  the  specific  securities  for  which  the  expenses 
were  incurred.  Carpenter  v.  Hansen,  92  Wis.  449,  65  N.  W. 
1027,  66  N.  W.  692. 

Sec.  288.    A  broker  procuring  a  loan  for  a  trust  estate  has  no 
lien  thereon. 

In  the  absence  of  a  specific  agreement  a  broker  who  pro- 
cures a  loan  for  the  benefit  of  a  trust  estate  has  no  lien  on 
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mch  estate  for  his  commissions,  his  remedy  being  against  the 
trustee  personally.  Johnson  v.  Lemon,  131  IlL  609,  23  N.  E. 
iSS.    Compare  Sees.  284,  285. 

Seo.  288a.  Xnslmetion  that  if  broker  changed  contract  be- 
lieving defendant  wonld  see  before  signing,  not  prejudicial 
to  plaintiff. 

In  an  action  for  a  broker's  commissions,  an  instruction  tiiat 
it  the  broker  caused  a  change  to  be  made  in  the  contract,  be- 
lieving the  defendant  would  see  the  change  when  the  contract 
^M  delivered  to  him,  then  the  defense  of  fraud  on  the  part 
of  the  broker  in  so  changing  the  contract  was  not  sufficiently 

established  to   defeat  plaintiff's  claim  for  commissions,  was 

^t  prejudicial  to  plaintiff.     Robertson  ▼.  Vasey,  125  Iowa, 

526,  101  N.  W.  271. 

8m.  289.    Where  a  broker  took  the  excess  for  commissioiis  the 
ttpenses  of  releasing  a  lien  fell  on  the  principal. 

A  real  estate  agent  employed  to  sell  land  was  to  have  all 
^^J^Wned  over  a  certain  price.  Held,  that  the  expense  of  get- 
"^  rid  of  an  existing  lien  on  the  lands  must  be  borne  by 
*e  principal,  not  by  the  agent.  Wisehart  v.  Deitz,  67  Iowa, 
^21,  24  N,  W.  752. 

Bee.  289a.  Commissions  assumed  by  vendee  not  a  lien  on 
property'. 

Where  a  commission  for  the  sale  of  real  estate  due  from  the 
vendor  to  the  agent  was  assumed  by  the  vendee  at  the  time  of 
pnrchase  vdthout  an  agreement  to  that  effect,  the  debt  does  not 
become  a  lien  on  the  land.  May  field  v.  Turner,  130  IlL  332, 
51 N.  E.  418. 

See.  288b.  Iden  of  broker  for  commission  on  purchaser's  in- 
terest not  enf ordble  on  breach  by  latter. 

While  an  agreement  between  the  purchaser  and  the  vendor 
that  broker's  commission  should  be  paid  by  vendee  as  part  of 
puchase  price,  upon  first  payment,  and  giving  of  a  mortgage 
vonid  not  prevent  the  lien  of  broker  from  attaching  to  the 
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vendee'd  interesty  such  lien  could  not  be  enforced  on  breach  of 
vendee  before  the  mortgage  was  given.  Biddle  v.  Biddle,  168  N. 
W.  92,  202  Mich.  160. 

8eo.  289c.    What  plaintiff  must  show  to  enforce  lien  for  com- 
miaaions  on  sale  of  land. 

In  order  to  enforce  a  lien  for  broker's  commission  on  a  sale 
of  certain  land,  where  the  notes  have  come  into  the  hands  of  a 
third  person,  plaintiff  mnst  show  that  he  has  an  equitable  lien 
thereon;  a  mere  promise  to  pay  out  of  a  designated  fund  does 
not  give  such  lien.  Battery  Place  Commercial  Corp.  v.  Willis, 
173  N.  T.  Sup.  772,  183  App.  Div.  569. 
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CHAPTER  L 

OCniM'.  SECTION. 

290.  I>ixty  or  obligation  of  an  agent      293.    Alterations  made  in  written 

to  Mb  employer  or  others.  instruments. 

291.  Oomoealment    and    its    effect      294.    Adverse  interests. 

upon  rights.  295.    Betrayal  of  trust. 

292.  .^iMuidonment  of  employment,      296.    Collusion* 

and    of   oontraet   by   pur- 
chaser. 

Bm*  290.    Duty  or  obligation  of  an  agent  to  his  employer  and 
othen. 

^  breach  of  duty  to  his  principal  deprives  a  broker  of  his 
Tii^X  to  commissions.  Wilkinson  v.  McCullough,  196  Pa.  St. 
W5,  79  Am.  St.  R.  702,  46  A.  357;  Alford  v.  CreagK  62  S.  254, 
1  Ma.  App.  358;  Slagle  v.  Rvssell,  80  A.  164,  114  Md.  418; 
NH  V.  Christensen,  166  N.  W.  294,  —  Wis.  Sup.  — .  Where  a 
tw)ker,  on  his  principal  refusing  to  sign  a  contract  of  sale,  him- 
self signs  it  and  puts  it  on  record,  this  is  a  breach  of  duty  and 
deprives  the  broker  of  his  right  to  recover  commissions.  Lease  v. 
Chrigty,  28  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  507.  See  also  Sec.  514.  A  broker  en- 
deavoring to  sell  land  is  bound  to  commimicate  to  his  principal 
the  real  facts  and  true  situation  with  reference  to  a  proposed  pur- 
chase of  the  property.  Raleigh,  R.  E.  4c  T.  Co.  v.  Adams,  145 
N.  C.  161,  58  S.  E.  1008;  EaHen  v.  Loeffler,  31  App.  (D.  C.) 
362;  Lord  v.  Wapato  Inv.  Co.,  142  P.  1172,  81  Wash.  561,  afiE.  on 
le.  152  P.  329,  84  Wash.  696 ;  Bassick  v.  Aetna  Exp.  Co.,  246  P. 
W4;  Wheelock  v.  Zevitas,  118  N.  E.  279,  229  Mass.  176. 

An  ftgent  having  authority  to  sell,  as  a  whole,  both  real  and 
personal  property  at  a  fixed  sum,  can  not,  without  the  consent 
of  his  principal,  take  to  himself  the  personal  property  on  re- 
ceiving the  authorized  sum  from  the  purchaser  for  the  real 
«tate.  Northup  v.  Bathrick,  80  Neb.  36,  113  N.  W.  808. 
Ordinarily  it  is  not  the  broker's  duty  to  see  that  the  vendor 
a  good  title,  or  that  he  enters  into  an  enforceable  con- 

638 
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tract.  King  v.  Knowles,  106  N.  Y.  S.  760,  122  App.  Div.  414; 
Corbin  v.  Mer.  &  Trad.  Batik,  106  N.  Y.  S.  673,  121  A.  D.  744. 

Where  an  agent,  with  authority  to  sell  his  principal's  land, 
reports  to  another  agent  of  the  principal  that  he  can  sell  so 
as  to  net  the  principal  a  certain  sum,  and  that  he  is  selling  for  a 
greater  sum  and  will  retain  the  excess  as  commissions,  and  no  con- 
tract is  shown  that  he  shall  receive  any  specified  amount  for  his 
services,  the  agent  commits  no  fraud  hy  failing  to  disclose  such 
amount.  Dewing  Inv.  Co.  v.  Meyer  (Okla.  Sup.  W),  91  P.  846; 
Fulton  V.  Waiters,  216  Pa.  66,  64  A.  860;  McKibien  v.  Wilson, 
182  P.  638,  —  Kan.  Sup.  — .  Compare  Sec.  456.  The  employ- 
ment of  a  sub-agent  is  not  ordinarily  a  breach  of  duty  to  the 
principal.  Nodler  v.  PozorsJci,  124  Wis.  477,  102  N.  W.  892. 
There  is  no  duty  devolving  upon  a  broker  to  tell  his  principal  of 
other  lands  he  has  listed  with  him  for  sale.  Oaty  v.  Sack,  19 
Mo.  App.  470. 

All  agreements  between  a  real  estate  agent  or  broker  and  a 
proposed  purchaser  touching  the  subject-matter  of  his  employ- 
ment, which  are  not  disclosed  to  his  principal  should  be  scru- 
tinized closely  and  if  not  found  compatible  with  entire  integrity 
and  good  faith  toward  his  principal,  they  will  defeat  the  agenf s 
claim  for  commission.  Hobart  v.  Sherburne,  66  Minn.  171,  68 
N.  W.  841;  Skinner  v.  Danville  (Fla.  Sup.  '09),  49  S.  125;  Clark 
V.  Hubbard,  44  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  37.  See  also  Sees.  291,  314,  320. 
Agency  for  both  principals  is  forbidden,  unless  both,  with  full 
knowledge  thereof,  consent.  Bates  v.  Copeland,  McArthur  ft  M. 
(D.  C),  60;  Alexander  v.  N.  W.  Chr.  Uni.,  57  Ind.  466;  Lloyd  v. 
Colston,  6  Bush  (Ky.),  587;  Raisin  v.  Olark,  41  Md.  158;  Follans- 
bee  V.  O'Reilly,  135  Mass.  80;  Eorwitz  v.  Pepper,  128  Mich.  688, 
87  N.  W.  1034;  Friar  v.  Smith,  120  Mich.  411,  79  N.  W.  633, 
46  L.  B.  A.  229;  Leathers  v.  Canfield,  117  Mich.  277,  75  K 
W.  612,  45  L.  B.  A.  33;  Scnbner  v.  Collar,  40  Mich.  375; 
Dartt  V.  Somnesym,  86  Minn.  55,  90  N.  W.  115;  De  Steiger 
V.  Hollington,^  17  Mo.  App.  382;  Pugsley  v.  Murray,  4  E.  D. 
Smith  (N.  Y.),  245;  Dunlap  v.  Richards,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  181; 
Waikins  v.  Consell,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  65;  Brierly  v.  Connelly, 
64  N.  Y.  S.  9,  31  Misc.  268;  Norman  v.  Reuther,  54  K  Y.  S. 
152,  25  Misc.  161;  Rowe  v.  Stephens,  53  N.  Y.  621;  Oeery  v. 
Pollock,  44  N.  Y.  S.  673,  16  App.  Div.  321;  Abel  v.  Disbrow, 
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44  N.  T.  S.  673,  15  App.  Div.  636;  Latuing  v.  Bliss,  83  N.  T. 
a  310,  86  Hun,  205 ;  Whitney  ▼.  Saunders,  49  N.  Y.  S.  1016, 

22  Misc.  539 ;  Tricks  v.  McKenna,  101  N.  T.  S.  317,  115  App. 
Div.  701;  EavOand  v.  Price,  26  N.  T.  S.  757,  6  Misc.  372; 
Lamb  V.  Baxter,  130  N.  C.  67,  40  S.  B,  860;  MaxwM  ▼.  West, 

23  Pa.  Super.  Ct  302;  Linderman  v.  McKenna,  20  Pa.  Super. 
Ct  409 ;  Meyer  v.  Hancheti,  43  Wis.  246. 

Where  plaintiff  was  employed  by  defendant  to  sell  certain 
dty  property,  and  effected  an  exchange  of  real  estate  with  one 
P;  after  the  transaction  was  completed  P  paid  plaintiff  $100 
for  his  services,  although  he  testified  he  had  not  preyiously 
employed  him.  Held,  there  being  no  charge  of  bad  faith,  that 
if  defendant  had  employed  plaintiff  to  sell  his  property,  and 
he  had  procured  a  sale  and  exchange  of  the  same  upon  terms 
satisfactory  to  defendant,  he  was  entitled  to  a  fair  compen- 
sation for  his  services.  Campbell  v.  Tager,  32  Neb.  266,  49 
N.  W.  181. 

An  agent  who  disregards  his  obligations  to  his  principal  can 
not  recover  compensation.  Jansen  v.  Williams,  36  Neb.  869, 
65  N.  W.  279;  Eardy  v.  Sheedy,  113  P.  1133,  68  Or.  196;  Alford 
V.  Creagh,  62  S.  264,  7  Ala.  App.  368;  Neal  v.  Bloomfield,  166 
HI.  App.  402;  Dice  v.  Wallace,  190  111.  App.  493;  Bracken  v. 
Jackson,  140  N.  W.  892,  169  Iowa,  424;  Maden  v.  Brown,  169 
HI.  App.  466 ;  Richardson  v.  Wilson,  178  S.  W.  666,  —  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  — .  No  legal  duty  rests  upon  a  broker  to  learn  facts 
affecting  the  value  of  lands  received  in  exchange,  and  for  mis- 
representation  made  in  good  faith,  where  the  principals  make 
the  contract  Coe  v.  Ware,  40  Minn.  404,  42  N.  W.  205.  The 
violation  of  instructions  to  deliver  daily  receipts  of  money  re- 
ceived, is  a  breach  of  duty  which  warrants  the  principal  in 
terminating  the  agency.  Macferran  v.  Odllinger,  210  Pa.  St. 
74,  59  A.  435 ;  Featherstone  v.  Trone,  82  Ark.  381,  102  S.  W. 
196.  It  is  the  duty  of  a  broker  to  bring  the  minds  of  the 
vendor  and  purchaser  to  an  agreement  to  entitle  him  to  com- 
missions. Barnard  v.  Monarch,  33  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  440,  1 
Abb.  Dec.  108,  3  Keyes,  203.    See  also  Sec.  33. 

Where  a  broker,  after  securing  a  customer,  made  a  contract 
with  the  latter  to  sell  the  land  at  an  advance  and  did  so,  his 
right  passing  to  an  assignee.    Eeid,  that  this  was  not  antag- 
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onistic  to  his  first  principal,  and  did  not  preclude  him  from 
reoovering  the  commissions  promised.  Kinsland  y.  Orimshawe 
(N.  G.  Sup.  '07),  59  S.  E.  1000.  Evidence  that  a  broker,  on 
the  prospective  purchaser  BSLjing  that  the  property  ought  to 
be  bought  for  $2.50  per  acre  less,  said  that  would  be  enough, 
does  not  conclusively  show  that  he  was  not  honestly  trying 
to  selL  Lewis  v.  SusnUlch,  130  Iowa,  203,  106  N.  W.  624. 
A  broker  guilty  of  bad  faith  forfeits  his  right  to  commissions. 
Bunn  V.  Keach,  214  HI.  259,  73  N.  E.  419 ;  Woolf  v.  SulUvan, 
128  HI.  App.  62,  affim'd  224  lU.  509,  79  N.  E.  646;  McDon- 
did  V.  Maliz,  94  Mich.  172,  53  N.  W.  1058;  Wood  v.  Palmer, 
151  Mich.  30,  115  N.  W.  242,  14  D.  L.  N.  963 ;  Low  v.  Wood^ 
lury,  95  N.  Y.  S.  336,  107  App.  Div.  298.  Good  faith  is  not 
shown  by  the  broker  clandestinely  also  representing  the  op- 
posite party.  Perkins  v.  VnderhUl,  103  N.  Y.  S.  25,  118  App. 
Div.  170. 

The  obligation  is  reciprocal,  and  the  owner,  in  revoking 
a  contract  with  his  broker,  must  act  in  good  faith.  Bailey  v. 
Smith,  103  Ala.  641,  15  So.  900;  Branch  v.  Moore,  84  Ark. 
462,  105  S.  W.  178 ;  Uphof  v.  Ulrich,  2  IlL  App.  399 ;  Bealer 
V.  Creswell,  3  Md.  196 ;  Cadigan  v.  Crabtree,  186  Mass.  7,  70 
N.  E.  1033,  66  L.  E.  A.  982;  Haven  v.  Tartar,  124  Mo.  App. 
691,  102  S.  W.  21;  Alden  v.  Earle,  56  N.  Y.  Sup.  Ct.  366,  4 
N.  Y.  S.  548;  Neal  v.  Lehman,  11  Tex.  Civ.  App.  461,  34 
S.  W.  153;  Newton  v.  Conness  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '08),  106  S. 
W.  892 ;  Hennegan  v.  Wiley,  178  N.  W,  294,  —  S.  D.  Sup.  — . 

The  act  of  the  vendor  in  secretly  paying  commissions  to  the 
purchaser's  agent  is  contrary  to  good  faith  and  the  policy  of 
the  law.  Lightcap  v.  Nicolai,  34  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  189.  And  in 
such  case  the  purchaser  has  a  right  of  action  against  the  ven- 
dor to  recover  the  amount  thereof.  Orant  v.  Gold  Ex.,  etc., 
Syn.  (1900),  1  Q.  B.  (Eng.)  233,  69  L.  J.  Q.  B.  150,  82  L.  T. 
B.  N.  S.  5,  48  W.  B.  280.  Where  an  agent  bought  his  prin- 
cipal's land  by  sheriff's  deed  good  faith  was  violated,  and 
the  conveyance  will  be  set  aside.  Sm^tzer  v.  Lombard,  57 
Iowa,  294.  ' 

A  broker  who,  in  association  with  others,  purchases  his  prin- 
cipal's property,  where  all  is  open  and  he  acts  in  good  faith, 
18  entitled  to  recover  commissions  on  the  sale.    Beed's  Ex.  v. 
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Reed,  82  Pa.  St.  420;  Texas  BroJc.  Co.  v.  John  Bdkly  &  Co. 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.  '08),  109  S.  W.  1001;  BUmni  v.  Boheson,  3 
Jones  (N.  C),  Eq.  73.  Where  an  owner  of  real  estate,  which 
he  has  listed  with  an  agent  for  sale  for  a  definite  price,  sells 
the  same  unknowingly,  through  a  go-between,  to  whom  the 
deed  is  made,  to  one  who  was  induced  to  purchase  it  hj  the 
efforts  of  the  agent,  but  in  good  faith,  and  in  ignorance  of  the 
real  purchaser,  and  for  a  consideration  less  than  that  given 
the  agent,  is  not,  there  being  no  exclusive  agency,  liable  for 
the  commission  agreed  to  be  paid  for  the  production  of  a  pur- 
chaser  ready,  able  and  willing  to  pay  the  price  fixed.  Quist 
V.  GoodfeUaw,  99  Minn.  509,  110  N.  W.  65.    Compare  Sec.  444. 

A  real  estate  agent  owes  to  his  principal  the  duty  of  making 
a  full,  fair  and  prompt  disclosure  of  all  the  circumstances 
affecting  the  principal's  rights  or  interests;  whatever  advan- 
tages accrue  to  him  by  the  violation  of  that  duty,  he  must 
make  good  to  his  principal ;  if,  after  he  has  in  fact  contracted 
to  sell  the  land  to  a  third  person  at  an  advanced  price,  he 
purchases  the  land  himself  from  his  principal,  without  disclos- 
ing the  contract,  and  if  he  thereafter  completes  the  sale,  he 
renders  himself  liable  to  his  principal  in  damages.  Kingsley 
T.  Wheeler,  95  Minn.  360,  104  N.  W.  543;  Rawlings  v.  Collins, 
36  App.  D.  C.  72.  See  also  Sec.  389.  A  broker  employed  to 
purchase  property  should  inform  his  principal  of  the  lowest  price 
at  which  it  may  be  bought;  a  failure  to  do  this  is  a  breach  of 
the  duty  he  owes  his  principal.  Carpenter  v.  Fisher ,  175  Mass. 
9,  55  N.  E.  479. 

A  real  estate  broker  had  found  a  purchaser  at  the  price 
stipnlated  for  land  purported  to  be  owned  by  his  principal,  and 
was  then  referred  by  him  to  other  tenants  in  common,  with' 
whom  he  subsequently  made  terms  at  a  higher  price,  except 
two-eighths  interest  owned  by  them,  but  did  not  disclose  this 
to  his  first  principal.  Held,  there  was  no  duty  owing  by  the 
agent  as  to  the  outstanding  two-eighths,  and  it  was  not  incum- 
bent upon  him  to  inform  his  principal.  Black  v.  Barr,  14  Pa. 
Super.  Ct.  98,  651. 

Where  no  other  instruction  defining  a  broker  *s  duty  is  given, 
it  is  error  to  refuse  an  instruction  that  the  duty  of  a  broker 
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is  to  bring  the  buyer  and  seller  together  and  effect  a  purchase 
of  the  property  according  to  the  terms  agreed  on  by  the  seller 
and  the  broker,  and  that  the  latter  is  not  entitled  to  commis- 
sion for  an  unsuccessful  effort  to  effect  a  sale.  West  v.  Demme, 
128  Mich.  11,  87  N.  W.  95.    See  also  Sec.  543,  309. 

A  complaint  for  a  broker's  commissions  under  a  contract, 
whereby  defendant  agreed  that,  in  consideration  of  plaintiff's 
procuring  a  contract  to  be  made  with  E  for  the  purchase  of 
certain  land  of  the  defendant,  plaintiff  should  receive  a  com- 
mission in  the  event  of  the  closing  of  title,  and  only  in  the 
event  that  title  should  pass,  except  for  default  of  defendant, 
is  insufficient  in  alleging  only  that  plaintiff  procured  a  con- 
tract for  the  purchase  of  the  land  to  be  executed  by  defendant 
and  E,  and  that  because  of  the  default  of  defendant  the  prenw 
ises  were  not  conveyed;  it  should  show  that  E  was  ready  to 
take  title  under  the  terms  and  at  the  time  provided  in  the 
contract,  and  the  particular  acts  of  omission  of  defendant  which 
prevented  the  passing  of  the  title.  Davis  v.  Silverman,  90  N. 
Y.  S.  589,  98  App.  Div.  305. 

In  an  action  against  their  principal  for  damages  for  the  loss 
of  commissions  caused  by  the  refusal  to  accept  the  deed  and 
cany  out  the  contract  where  the  defense  is  want  of  mental 
capacity  to  contract,  evidence  of  the  actual  value  of  the  prop- 
erty is  competent  only  when  offered  to  show  that  the  price 
offered  was  so  exorbitant  as  to  be  inconsistent  with  good  faith 
on  the  part  of  the  brokers  in  undertaking  to  contract  for  the 
purchase  at  the  price  authorized.  Cavender  v.  Waddingham, 
5  Mo.  App.  457. 

Unless  the  principal  is  fully  advised  of  all  the  facts  a  broker 
employed  to  buy  real  estate  can  not  sell  to  his  principal  prop- 
erty in  which  he  has  an  individual  interest.  England  v.  Bur- 
nett, B.  E.,  etc.,  Co.,  79  Mo.  App.  294. 

Nor  may  a  broker  employed  to  sell  property  become  the 
buyer  thereof.  Cornwall  v.  Foord,  96  111.  App.  366;  Smith  v. 
Townsend,  109  Mass.  500;  Merriam  v.  Johnson,  86  Minn.  61, 
90  N.  W.  116;  Gardner  v.  Ogden,  22  N.  Y.  327;  Harrison  v. 
McHenry,  9  Ga.  164;  Ames  v.  Pt.  Huron  Log,  etc.,  Co.,  11 
Mich.  139 ;  Bobertson  v.  Western  M.  &  F.  Ins.  Co.,  36  Am.  Dec 
673;  Moseley  v.  Back,  3  Munf.  (Va.)  232;  Clark  v.  Bird,  66 
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N.  T.  App.  Div.  284,  72  N.  T.  S.  769;  Afford  t.  Creagh,  62  S. 
254,  7  Ala.  App.  358 ;  Beaver  v.  Con^tn^ntoi  JBIdjr.  i£  Loan  Ass'n, 
116  P.  1105, 15  Cal.  App.  190;  Daklgreen  v.  Story,  39  App.  D.  C. 
29 ;  Fox  V.  Patterson,  43  App.  D.  C.  484 ;  Steven  v.  Oainn^  99  N. 
E.  663,  255  HI.  480;  Dice  v.  Wallace,  100  111.  App.  493;  O'lfara 
y.  Lawrence,  141  N.  W.  312,  159  Iowa,  448;  Walling  v.  Poulsen, 
125  N.  W.  373,  160  Mich.  392;  Hogle  v.  Meyering,  126  N.  W. 
1063,  161  Mich.  472 ;  La  Forge  ▼.  Cornell,  127  N.  Y.  Snpp.  453 ; 
Franci  v.  Blazier,  133  P.  860,  66  Or.  377;  Tarew  Bro.  Co.  v. 
Jno.  Buckley  &  Co.,  128  S.  W.  431,  60  Tex.  Civ.  App.  466. 

If  a  real  estate  owner  places  property  in  the  hands  of  a 
broker  for  sale  at  a  fixed  price,  and  the  broker  sells  it  for 
more  to  one  for  whom  he  is  acting  as  agent  for  the  investment 
of  money,  and  secretly  retains  the  excess  he  commits  a  fraud 
upon  the  seller  and  the  purchaser  for  both  of  whom  he  acts 
as  agent,  and  subjects  himself  to  a  double  recovery  of  the  ex- 
cess. Lewis  V.  Dennison,  2  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  387 ;  Hannon  v. 
Prentiss,  124  Mich.  417,  83  N.  W.  102;  Marsh  v.  Buchan,  46 
N.  J.  Eq.  595,  22  A.  128.    See  also  Sec.  964. 

To  entitle  a  broker  to  recover  commissions  for  selling  de- 
fendant's property,  he  must  show  an  employment,  the  rendi- 
tion of  services  at  defendant's  request,  and  that  he  acted  in  good 
faith  for  their  best  interests.  Rooms  v.  Robinson,  90  N.  Y.  S. 
1055,  99  App.  Div.  143;  Stone  v.  Kries,  202  111.  App.  43; 
Schlessener  v.  Mott,  190  P.  745,  —  Kan.  Sup.  — . 

A  broker  employed  to  sell  real  estate  for  $105,000  or  more 
is  not  entitled  to  recover  commissions  where  he  might  have 
procured  a  purchaser  at  $110,000  instead  of  $105,000.  Lich- 
tenstein  v.  Mott,  91  N.  T.  S.  57,  99  App.  Div.  570;  Harrison 
v.  Laketnan,  189  Mo.  581,  88  S.  W.  53.    See  also  Sec.  412a. 

A  purchase  by  a  real  estate  agent  of  the  property  in  his 
hands  for  sale,  without  the  knowledge  of  his  principal,  is  suffi' 
eient  to  avoid  the  transaction,  no  matter  if  there  was  no  ac- 
tual fraud  er  no  injury  to  the  principal  resulted.  Butler  v. 
Agnew,  9  Cal.  App.  327,  99  P.  395. 

A  broker  employed  to  procure  a  purchaser  of  real  estate, 
is  not  liable  to  the  principal  for  failing  to  exercise  proper 
diligence  to  obtain  a  purchaser,  nor  for  failing  to  communi- 
cate to  the  principal  the  fact  that  he  has  procured  an  intend- 
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ing  purchaser;  but  he  may  terminate  his  efforts  without  no- 
tice to  the  principal.  Siegel  v.  Bosenzweig,  114  N.  Y.  S.  179, 
129  App.  Div.  547. 

A  real  estate  broker  can  not  be  held  liable  for  representing 
to  an  intending  purchaser,  that  the  owner  would  not  accept 
less  than  the  sum  named  by  the  broker  for  the  premises,  though 
the  owner  had,  in  fact,  agreed  with  him  to  sell  at  a  lower  fig- 
ure, in  the  absence  of  any  confidential  relations  between  the 
broker  and  the  intending  purchaser  or  fraud  to  prevent  in- 
quiry or  investigation  by  such  purchaser.  Bipy  v.  Cranan 
(Ky.  Ct.  App.  '09),  115  S.  W.  791. 

An  agent  to  buy  lands  for  his  principal  can  not  buy  of  him- 
self;  and  an  agent  to  sell  lands  for  his  principal  can  not  sell 
to  himself;  nor  can  an  agent  to  receive  payments  for  his  prin- 
cipal, bind  the  latter  by  the  receipt  of  money  due  from  him- 
self.   Mechem  on  Agency,  Sec.  68. 

Where  a  selling  broker  is  aware  that  a  customer  is  resolved 
and  prepared  to  pay  the  price  asked,  he  should  not  send  the 
customer  to  his  principal  to  negotiate  directly,  without  com- 
municating to  the  principal  his  knowledge  of  the  customer's 
resolution;  and,  if  he  withholds  such  information  from  the 
principal,  he  forfeits  any  claim  for  commissions,  even  though 
the  principal  obtained  from  the  customer  the  full  price  originally 
asked.    Carter  v.  Owens  (Fla.  Sup.  '09),  60  S.  641. 

An  agent  employed  to  sell  ordinarily  owes  to  his  principal  the 
duty  to  use  such  skill  and  industry  as  may  be  requisite  to  ac- 
complish the  object  of  his  employment,  and  with  full  fidelity  to 
the  best  interests  of  his  employer.  Handly  v.  Shafer,  59  S.  286, 
177  Ala.  636. 

A  broker  employed  to  effect  an  exchange  of  realty  held  bound 
to  use  ordinary  care,  and  to  occupy  a  fiduciary  relation  requiring 
him  to  act  with  loyalty  and  good  faith.  Myers  v.  Adler,  176  S. 
W.  538,  188  Mo.  App.  607. 

Where  an  agent  employed  to  find  a  buyer  for  land  has  com- 
municated an  offer  to  his  absent  principal,  receiving  his  accept- 
ance, and  then  obtained  knowledge  of  a  better  offer,  it  is  his 
duty  to  communicate  the  new  offer  to  the  principal,  and  not  to 
communicate  the  acceptance  to  the  maker  of  the  first  offer.  JPer- 
shaw  V.  Schafer,  129  P.  1137,  88  Kan.  691. 
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It  is  a  broker's  duty  to  inquire  as  to  terms  of  sale,  and  as  to 
the  general  character  of  the  property,  and  it  is  not  misrepreien- 
tation,  either  wilful  or  inadvertent,  for  the  owner  to  remain,  mute 
when  not  asked  as  to  encroachments  thereon.  Wiggins  v.  Estate 
of  Chas.  E.  Coddington,  145  N.  Y.  Sup.  3,  83  Misc.  Bep.  439. 

That  a  land  broker  was  told  by  the  owner  that  defects  had 
been  found  in  the  title,  but  that  he  believed  it  was  good,  as  they 
had  owned  the  land  thirty  or  forty  years,  was  sufficient  to  put 
the  broker  on  inquiry  and  charge  him  with  notice  of  the  defects, 
the  statement  by  the  owner  that  the  title  was  good,  for  the  reason 
given,  being  merely  the  expression  of  an  opinion.  Montgomery 
V.  Amsler,  122  S.  W.  307,  67  Tex.  Civ.  App.  216. 

Broker  was  not  entitled  to  commissions  for  securing  a  pur- 
chaser, where  the  sale  failed  on  account  of  broker's  misrepresen- 
tation.   Marks  v.  SchuUze,  177  111.  App.  638. 

The  rule  that  a  broker  violating  his  trust  forfeits  hia  com- 
missions does  not  apply  to  mere  errors  of  judgment,  or  omissions 
not  amounting  to  misconduct  or  gross  disregard  of  duty.  Neigh- 
bor V.  Pacific  Realty  Ass'n,  124  P.  623,  40  Utah,  610,  Ann.  Cas. 
1914  D,  1200. 

Where  a  corporation  was  employed  to  procure  a  purchaser  of 
realty,  and  was  given  an  option  to  purchase,  which  option  was 
exercised  within  sixty  days  after  an  agreement  and  negotiation 
with  a  third  person  who  desired  to  buy  was  begun ;  the  acts  of  the 
officers  of  the  corporation  in  offering  to  such  persons  at  an  ad- 
vance were  done  under  the  mistaken  belief  that  the  same  were 
proper;  though  they  failed  to  notify  the  owner  of  the  facts,  they 
were  not  deprived  of  the  stipulated  commission  for  procuring  a 
purchaser,  though  they  must  account  to  the  owner  for  the  profits 
made  on  resale  to  such  third  person.    Id. 

If  a  broker  is  not  the  agent  of  the  vendor,  his  right  to  com- 
missions which  they  agreed  to  pay  him  is  not  affected  by  his  not 
advising  them  that  the  purchaser  represented  an  undisclosed  prin- 
cipal, or  by  his  agreement  to  divide  commission  with  the  pur- 
chaser; he  owed  no  duty  in  such  respect  to  the  vendor.  Latvler  v. 
Armstrong,  102  P.  775,  53  Wash.  664. 

Failure  of  the  broker  to  disclose  to  the  vendor  that  the  pur- 
chaser was  acting  as  agent  for  an  undisclosed  principal  does  not 
affect  the  broker's  right  to  commission,  the  purchaser  being  finan- 
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cially  able  to  carry  oat  his  contract,  so  that  the  vendors  are  not 
injured.    Id. 

That  a  broker,  after  procuring  a  tenant  and  causing  him  to 
furnish  a  bond  to  secure  the  rent,  advanced  money  to  the  tenant, 
either  before  or  after  the  execution  of  the  lease,  in  order  that  the 
tenant  might  procure  fixtures  used  in  the  leased  premises,  does 
not  show  bad  faith  on  the  part  of  the  broker,  or  tend  to  establish 
an  interest  inconsistent  with  his  duty  to  his  principal,  the  broker 
having,  in  fact,  no  interest  in  the  lease.  Rutz  v.  Obear,  115  P. 
67,  16  Cal.  App.  436. 

There  was  no  conflict  of  interest  and  duty  where  vendor's 
broker,  having  induced  his  father  to  purchase,  merely  examined 
the  contract  and  title  for  his  father  to  see  that  they  conformed 
to  the  agreement,  and  he  ought  to  recover  the  commission.  Oum- 
era'  Realty  Co.  of  Baltimore  City  v.  Cook,  90  A.  602,  123  Md.  1. 

Under  Civil  Code,  sec.  1461,  providing  that  everything  which 
an  employee  acquires  by  virtue  of  his  employment,  except  com- 
pensation, belongs  to  the  employer,  whether  acquired  lawfully 
or  unlawfully,  an  agent  employed  to  effect  a  purchase  of  land,  at 
the  owner's  lowest  price,  for  a  commission  of  a  specified  sum  per 
acre,  may  not  act,  without  notice  to  the  principal,  in  the  employ- 
ment of  the  owner  and  receive  compensation  therefor,  and  such 
Commission  can  not  be  retained,  but  the  principal  may  sue  there- 
for.   McOinty  v.  Reynolds,  133  N.  W.  281,  28  S.  D.  248. 

Where  an  agent  who  effects  an  exchange  of  land  for  his  prin- 
cipal has  a  secret  agreement  with  the  other  party  for  commis- 
sions, and  actively  urges  his  principal  to  make  the  trade,  the  lat- 
ter is  not  liable  for  brokerage.  Erland  v.  Qibbons,  163  N.  Y. 
Sup.  582,  176  App.  Div.  552,  re.  judg.  159  N.  Y.  Sup.  875. 

Beal  estate  firm  employed  to  sell  land  can  not  legally  sell  it  to 
a  member  of  such  firm  without  first  disclosing  to  their  principal 
that  purchaser  is  such  member.  Baird  v.  Conover,  168  P.  797, 
—  Okl.  Sup.  — . 

One  contracting  to  sell  land  for  another  may  act  for  purchaser 
in  any  way  not  inconsistent  with  duty  to  principal.  Smith  v. 
Sharp  R.  E.  Co.,  77  S.  40,  200  Ala.  666. 

When  agent  is  employed  to  find  a  purchaser  for  land,  it  is  his 
duty  to  disclose  the  name  of  the  purchaser  to  his  employer,  but 
where  agent  is  commissioned  to  sell  on  stated  terms,  and  makes 
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written  agreement  of  sale,  which  is  binding  on  pnrchasery  duty  to 
disclose  and  duty  to  execute  a  deed  are  concurrent.  Smith  v. 
Sharp  Real  Estate  Co.,  77  S.  40,  200  Ala.  666. 

An  agreement  by  the  owner  to  deliver  a  deed  to  purchaser 
^imder  the  security^  is  acceptance  of  the  purchaser,  although  his 
identity  is  not  disclosed,  but  the  initiative  is  on  such  buyer  to 
tender  a  required  payment  and  security  before  the  seller  can  be 
required  to  execute  a  deed.    Id. 

Under  agency  agieement  whereby  seller  of  land  agrees  to  de- 
liver deed  ^^o  the  purchaser/'  it  is  necessary  that  the  name  of  the 
buyer  be  disclosed  within  the  time  in  which  deed  is  to  be 
made.    Id. 

A  firm  of  real  estate  brokers  are  liable  to  a  client  for  damages 
from  their  breach  of  trust  in  effecting,  while  secretly  representing 
the  other  party,  an  exchange  of  valuable  property  of  their  client 
for  the  equity,  known  by  them  to  be  of  little  value  to  the  other 
party,  in  other  property.    Bradley  v.  Davidson,  47  App.  D.  C.  266. 

A  real  estate  broker  having  been  employed  to  effect  a  real  es- 
tate exchange  is  bound  to  act  for  his  principal  alone,  using  his 
utmost  good  faith  in  principal's  behalf.  Lister  v.  SdkwinsJci,  172 
N.  W.  397,  —  Mich  Sup.  — . 

A  real  estate  broker  is  required  to  act  with  the  utmost  good 
faith  and  loyalty  for  the  furtherance  and  advancement  of  the 
interests  of  his  principal.  Prouty  v.  Blanchard,  106  A.  831,  — 
Vt.  Sup.  — . 

Though  an  agent  to  sell  at  a  fixed  price  does  his  duty  and 
keeps  principal  fully  informed,  and  if  he  knows  that  more  ad- 
vantageous terms  can  be  obtained,  he  is  under  obligation  to  com- 
municate the  facts  with  reference  thereto  to  his  principal,  and  is 
liable  for  failure  so  to  do.  Pederson  v.  Johnson,  172  N.  W.  723, 
—  Wis.  Sup.  — . 

Vendor  having  agreed  to  pay  broker  commissions  pro  rata  upon 
payment  of  purchase  price  is  required  to  act  in  good  faith,  and 
do  nothing  to  prevent,  discourage  or  embarrass  the  complete  pur- 
chase of  the  property,  and  do  everything  possible  to  aid  in  secur- 
ing the  purchase  price.  Ritzlaff  v,  Trainot-Desmond  Co.,  183  P. 
269,  —  Cal.  App.  — . 

A  broker  negotiating  for  both  sides  owes  to  each  the  same 
good  faith  that  he  would  have  owed  to  either  had  he  acted  for 
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him  alone.    James  E.  Carlson,  Inc.,  v.  Babler,  174  N.  W.  824, 

—  Miim.  Sup.  — . 

Where  a  real  estate  agent  was  engaged  by  a  corporation  to  pro- 
cure for  it  a  parcel  of  land  on  which  it  desired  to  erect  a  factory, 
and  a  fiduciary  relation  existed  between  the  corporation  and  the 
agent,  the  agent  can  not  make  any  secret  profit  out  of  the  trans- 
action, and  if  he  does  so,  he  must  account  therefor  to  his  prin- 
cipal, the  corporation.    H.  J.  Jaeger  Co.  v.  Hannan,  108  A.  1, 

—  N.  J.  Eq.  — . 

A  broker  employed  to  negotiate  a  sale  and  receive  for  his  ser- 
vices the  usual  commissions  is  under  the  duty  of  making  the 
best  possible  bargain  for  his  principal,  and  is  not  permitted  to 
become  personally  interested  in  the  sale  except  to  the  extent  of 
his  commissions.  Chester  v.  Campbell,  109  A.  961,  —  N.  J.  Ct. 
of  Err.  and  App.  — . 

It  is  the  duty  of  a  real  estate  broker  to  disclose  to  his  prin- 
cipal the  facts  as  to  the  value  of  the  principaFs  property,  and  it 
is  a  breach  of  duty  for  the  broker  to  conceal  from  his  principal 
the  fact  that  oil  had  been  struck  on  adjacent  premises  which 
would  greatly  increase  the  value  of  the  principaFs  property. 
Brown  v.  Musgrave,  222  S.  W.  606,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

Beal  estate  agents,  when  becoming  agents  for  sale,  are  under 
duty  to  inform  their  principal  of  their  being  financially  inter- 
ested on  the  side  of  the  proposed  purchaser.  NewelUMurdoch 
Realty  Co.  v.  Wickham,  190  P.  359,  —  Cal.  Sup.  — . 

Interest  of  brokers  as  stockholders  in  a  proposed  purchaser  is 
such  an  interest  as  to  require  them  to  inform  their  principal,  the 
vendor,  thereof.    Id. 

If  broker's  agency  is  terminated  on  the  eve  of  its  successful 
culmination,  time  of  revocation  is  a  strong  indication  of  bad  faith 
on  the  part  of  the  owner,  and  unless  the  inference  is  rebutted  by 
evidence  the  owner  will  be  held  liable  for  commissions.  Hennegan 
V.  Wiley,  178  N.  W.  294,  —  S.  D.  Sup.  — . 

Agents  employed  by  a  landowner  to  sell  or  exchange  properties 
for  an  agreed  commission  owe  their  principal  the  utmost  good 
faith  during  the  agency,  and  if  they  violate  their  duty  by  conceal- 
ing information  as  to  the  price  of  property,  and  by  misrepresen- 
tation and  fraud  obtain  a  profit  for  themselves  in  excess  of  the 
agreed  commission,  they  forfeit  their  right  to  %  and  become 
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liable  for  damages  to  the  principal  for  their  bad  faith.    Schlesener 
V.  Mott,  190  P.  745,  —  Kan.  Sup.  — . 

See.  291.    OonoeatnMnt  and  its  affect  npon  righto. 

"Where  defendants,  who  were  employed  by  plaintiff  to  find  a 
purchaser  for  a  lot,  after  finding  a  purchaser  and  receiving 
part  of  the  price,  knew  before  the  deed  was  delivered  that  the 
purchaser  had  sold  at  an  advance,  but  did  not  inform  plaintifiGs, 
his  claim,  if  any,  against  them,  is  for  damages,  for  which  an 
action  at  law  is  the  proper  remedy.  Dickinson  v.  Updike  (N.  J. 
Err.  &  App.),  49  A.  712.  The  rule  that  a  fiduciary  land  agent 
is  bound  to  make  the  fullest  disclosure  of  all  matters  connected 
with  property  bought  by  himself  from  his  principal  extends  to 
avoid  a  subsequent  sale  of  the  property  by  such  agent  to  a 
party  cognizant  of  the  concealment.  Norris  v.  Taylor,  49  lU. 
17.  Compare,  CoUins  v.  Case,  23  Wis.  230.  A  real  estate 
broker  who  conceals  from  his  principal  the  name  of  the  pur- 
chaser whom  he  procures,  and  the  fact  that  such  purchaser  has 
bought  an  adjoining  lot,  and  does  this  for  the  avowed  purpose 
of  preventing  the  principal  from  advancing  the  price,  is  not 
entitled  to  commissions.  Wilkinson  v.  McCullough,  106  Pa.  St. 
205,  46  A.  357.    See  also  Sec.  290. 

Where  the  broker  possesses  an  interest,  in  addition  to  his  em- 
ployment, in  the  transaction  he  has  contracted  to  negotiate,  and 
fails  to  disclose  it  to  his  principal,  such  omission  of  duty  deprives 
him  of  the  right  to  compensation  for  his  services.  Collins  v. 
McClurg,  1  Colo.  App.  348,  29  P.  299 ;  Jeffries  v.  Bobbins  66 
Kan.  427,  71  P.  852;  De  L'Archerie  v.  Rutherford  (Wash.  Sup. 
'09),  102  P.  1033;  Bttc*  v.  Hozeboom  (Neb.  Sup.  '02),  90  N.  W. 
635;  Ryan  v.  KaJiler,  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '98),  46  S.  W.  71;  Central 
Tumverein  of  Pitts,  v.  Fitzpatrick,  86  A.  487,  238  Pa.  532; 
Nichols  V.  Oreenstreet,  130  N.  Y.  Sup.  843,  71  Misc.  Bep.  196, 
judg.  aff.  131  N".  Y.  Supp.  1131,  146  App.  Div.  940;  Andrew  v. 
Mace,  194  S.  W.  598,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ;  Braden  v.  Hollan, 
163  N.  W.  199,  —  Iowa  Sup.  — .  All  agreements  between 
a  real  estate  agent  or  broker  and  a  proposed  purchaser 
touching  the  subject-matter  of  his  employment,  which  are 
not  disclosed  to  his  principal  should  be  scrutinized  closely, 
and    if    not    found    compatible    with     entire     integrity     and 
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good  faith  toward  his  principal,  they  will  defeat  the  agent's 
claim  for  commissions  from  his  principal.  Hobart  t.  Sherburne, 
66  Minn.  171,  68  N.  W.  841.  See  also  supra  and  Sees.  290,  314, 
320.  Where  a  sub-agent  allows  the  owner  to  go  on  and  deal 
with  a  prospective  purchaser  as  though  he  was  free  from  obli- 
gations for  commissions,  and  lowers  his  price  to  him  in  con- 
sequence, while  concealing  the  fact  that  he,  the  said  sub-agent, 
was  acting  for  the  agent,  this  conduct  prevents  the  latter,  on  a 
sale  being  made,  from  recovering  from  the  seller  any  com- 
pensation for  his  services.  Mullen  v.  Bowen,  22  Ind.  App.  294, 
53  N.  E.  790.  Where  the  broker's  name  was  signed  to  a  paper 
containing  an  offer  to  purchase  the  property  and  his  participa- 
tion was  not  sought  to  be  concealed,  and  he  acted  openly  and 
fairly,  his  right  to  recover  commissions  was  not  affected  by  the 
fact  that  he  was  one  of  the  intended  purchasers.  Reed* 8  Ex.  v. 
Beed,  82  Pa.  St.  420.  Where  an  agent  purchases  the  property 
at  a  grossly  inadequate  price,  by  the  concealment  of  facts  and 
information  relating  thereto,  which  it  was  his  duty  to  disclose, 
the  sale  will  be  set  aside.    N orris  v.  Taylor^  49  111.  17. 

Where  an  agent  employed  to  sell  a  ranch  introduced  to  the 
owner  a  customer  who,  at  the  time,  had  not  the  money  to  buy, 
but  was  expecting  to  get  money,  and  did  afterwards  get  the 
money  and  completed  the  purchase  from  the  owner  on  sub- 
stantially the  same  terms  as  those  furnished  to  the  agent  by 
the  owner,  the  agent  was  entitled  to  his  commissions;  the  fact 
that  the  connection  of  the  agent  with  the  transaction  was,  by 
agreement  between  the  agent,  the  owner  and  a  third  party, 
through  whom  the  purchaser  was  introduced  to  the  owner,  kept 
secret  from  the  purchaser,  did  not  taint  the  contract  with  dis- 
honesty so  as  to  defeat  the  agent  from  recovering  his  conmiis- 
sions.    McCampbell  v.  Cavis,  10  Cal.  App.  242,  50  P.  728. 

Where  an  agent  for  the  sale  of  land  is  to  receive  as  his  com- 
pensation all  above  a  minimum  sum  per  acre  and  a  fixed  sum 
in  addition,  and  the  agent  sells  the  land  for  an  amount  above 
the  minimum,  but  conceals  that  fact  and  reports  to  the  prin- 
cipal that  he  has  sold  it  at  the  minimum,  he  vdll  not  be  entitled 
to  recover  the  additional  fixed  sum  agreed  upon.  Fulton  v.  Wai- 
ters, 28  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  269,  Rev.  216  Pa.  56,  64  A.  860.  (This 
ruling  was  reversed  by  the  Supreme  Court  and  the  broker  held 
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entitled  to  the  additional  fixed  sum,  on  the  ground  that  there 
was  no  relation  of  trust  and  confidence  that  required  from  the 
broker  a  disclosure  to  the  owner  of  the  terms  of  the  sale.) 

Where  the  agents  for  the  sale  of  land  conceal  from  the  pur* 
chaser  the  fact  that  they  are  i>art  owners  of  the  land,  but 
instead  express  an  intention  to  purchase  an  interest  themselves 
upon  the  same  terms  as  they  are  selling  to  the  purchasers,  such 
representations  would  constitute  such  a  fraud  as  would  avoid 
the  purchase.    Wren  v.  Mancure,  95  Va.  369,  28  S.  E.  588. 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  agent  for  commissions,  the  owner 
testified  that  when  the  agent's  sub-agent  introduced  a  pur- 
chaser, the  latter  stated  he  wished  to  deal  directly  with  the 
owner,  who  then  stated  a  less  price  than  fixed  in  the  contract 
of  employment;  the  owner  testified  that  the  sub-agent  and  the 
purchaser  stated  that  they  made  no  arrangement  with  the  agent, 
that  the  sub-agent  said  nothing  about  commissions,  and  that  he 
(the  owner)  told  the  purchaser  and  sub-agent  that  if  the  agent 
had  sold  the  land,  he  would  have  to  let  it  go;  the  sub-agent  tes- 
tified that  he  asked  the  owner  if  the  latter  would  not  have 
trouble  with  the  agent  about  the  commissions;  to  which  the 
owner  replied  that  he  would  not,  as  he  was  selling  the  farm; 
the  sub-agent  testified  that  he  told  the  owner  he  did  not  charge 
any  commission,  as  he  would  get  that  from  the  agent;  the  pur- 
chaser substantiated  the  sub-agent's  testimony;  there  was  no 
evidence  to  show  that  the  owner  knew  that  the  sub-agent  was 
acting  for  the  agent.  Held,  that  the  question  whether  the  sub- 
agent  concealed  such  fact  from  the  owner  should  have  been 
submitted  to  the  jury.  Mullen  v.  Bowen,  22  Ind.  App.  294,  53 
N.  B.  790. 

Where  a  broker  reports  an  offer  for  property  to  his  principal, 
without  stating  by  whom  the  offer  is  made,  and  afterwards  a 
sale  of  the  same  property  is  effected  through  another  broker  at 
the  same  price  first  reported  and  to  the  same  purchaser  and  he 
receives  a  commission  therefor,  the  first  broker  can  not  recover 
in  an  action  against  the  vendor  for  the  commissions,  unless  it 
appears  that  the  latter  at  the  time  of  the  sale  was  aware  of 
the  facts  above  stated,  or  that  notice  of  the  same  was  given 
by  the  broker  before  the  completion  of  the  contract  with  and 
payment  of  commissions  to  the  second  broker.    Tinge  v.  Moale, 
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25  Md.  480;  Jungblut  v.  Qindra,  118  N.  Y.  S.  942;  SouU  ▼. 
Daring,  87  Me.  365,  32  A.  998.    Compare  Sec.  581. 

Securing  a  purchaser  whose  name  is  concealed  from  the  owner 
of  the  property  is  insufficient  to  entitle  the  broker  to  commis- 
sions. Hayden  v.  Orillo,  35  Mo.  App.  647;  Sharpley  v.  Moody, 
44  S.  650,  152  Ala.  549;  Nance  v.  Smythe,  118  Tenn.  349,  99 
S.  W.  698 ;  Wiggins  v.  WiUon,  55  Fla.  346,  45  S.  1011 ;  Duchs 
V.  Cunningham,  102  N.  T.  678,  6  N.  E.  790;  Mott  v.  Minor,  106 
P.  244,  11  Cal.  App.  774;  Adams  v.  Kerfoot,  189  111.  App.  211; 
Gilbert  v.  McCullough,  125  N.  W.  173,  146  Iowa,  333 ;  Edwards 
V.  Laird,  134  P.  364,  22  Cal.  App.  398;  Henry  v.  Barker,  118 
P.  205,  61  Or.  276,  judg.  afiE.  on  re.  122  P.  298,  61  Or.  276; 
EbeH  V.  Haskell,  104  N.  E.  556,  217  Mass.  209.  Compare  But- 
man  v.  Butman,  213  111.  104,  72  N.  E.  821 ;  Hovey  v.  Aaron,  113 
S.  W.  718,  133  Mo.  App.  573. 

The  task'  of  a  broker  is  to  find  a  purchaser,  and  he  is  not 
imder  any  obligation  to  disclose  to  his  principal  the  purchaser. 
Bassick  v.  Aetna  Explo.  Co.,  246  P.  974. 

Where  an  agent  does  not  disclose  his  agen<^  and  name  his 
principal,  he  becomes  himself  principal,  unless  the  fact  of  the 
agency  is  otherwise  known  to  the  other  party.  Wheeler  v.  Reed, 
36  lU.  81;  Milliken  v.  Jones,  77  lU.  372;  Warren  v.  Dickson,  27 
111.  115;  Merrill  v.  Wilson,  6  Ind.  416;  Pierce  v.  Johnson,  34 
Conn.  264 ;  McCleUan  v.  Parker,  27  Mo.  162 ;  Boyce  v.  Allen,  28 
Vt.  234. 

A  contract  for  the  sale  of  real  estate,  made  between  the  owner 
and  a  firm  of  real  estate  brokers  with  whom  the  owner  has  listed 
the  property  for  sale  is  valid  and  enforceable,  where  there  waa 
no  fraud  or  deception  practiced,  and  the  brokers  fairly  stated 
to  the  owner  the  fact  that  they  did  not  purchase  for  themselves, 
but  on  an  order  from  another  broker  for  a  principal  whose  name 
they  were  not  at  liberty  to  disclose.  Woodward  v.  Davidson, 
150  Fed.  840;  reversed,  on  another  ground,  156  Fed.  915;  Orun- 
Matt  V.  Fox,  59  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  53. 

A  real  estate  broker,  having  a  customer  desirous  of  purchasing 
property  of  a  particular  character,  need  not,  before  entering  into 
negotiations  to  secure  the  agency  from  the  seller  to  procure  a 
purchaser,  disclose  the  facts  to  the  owner  that  he  has  a  customer 
and  that  he  will  probably  effect  a  sale,  no  relation  of  agency  ex- 
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isting  between  the  broker  and  the  enstomer.  Lanan  v.  Thoma 
(Iowa  Sup.  '09),  121  N.  W.  1059. 

Agent  concealing  greater  price  obtained,  bonnd  to  pay  excess 
withheld  to  his  principal.  Borst  v.  Lynch,  HO  N.  W.  1031,  133 
Iowa,  567 ;  Babcock  v.  De  Moti,  160  F.  882,  88  C.  C.  A.  64,  cer. 
den.  29  Sup.  Ct.  690,  212  U.  S.  582,  53  L.  Ed.  660. 

Where  an  agent  for  the  sale  of  land,  without  the  knowledge  of 
the  principal,  procures  a  third  person  to  assist  in  the  sale  for  a 
portion  of  the  commission,  such  third  person  can  not  himself 
purchase  the  land  and  turn  it  over  to  another  at  an  advanced 
price.    Fisk  v.  Waite,  99  P.  283,  63  Or.  142. 

An  owner  employed  a  broker  to  procure  a  purchaser  of  land  for 
$2,800  and  agreed  to  employ  no  other  agent.  The  broker  sub- 
mitted an  offer  of  $2,700,  without  disclosing  the  name  of  the 
proposed  purchaser.  The  offer,  after  some  delay,  was  rejected. 
The  broker  was  then  informed  that  because  of  recent  repairs  the 
price  was  $2,875.  Subsequently  the  proposed  purchaser  raised 
his  offer  to  $2,800,  and  the  broker  submitted  it,  without  disclosing 
the  name.  Subsequently  the  owner  conveyed  the  property  to  the 
proposed  purchaser  for  $2,800,  in  pursuance  of  negotiations  con- 
ducted by  another  agent;  the  owner  did  not  know  that  the  pro- 
posed purchaser  had  been  procured  by  the  broker.  Held,  that  the 
broker  was  not  entitled  to  commissions,  he  being  in  fault  in  not 
giving  the  name  of  the  proposed  purchaser  to  the  owner.  Gilbert 
V.  McCullough,  125  N.  W.  173,  146  Iowa,  333. 

Where  negotiations  for  the  sale  of  land  were  broken  off  for 
want  of  an  acceptable  offer,  and  not  to  save  commissions,  and 
owner,  in  subsequently  making  sale,  did  not  know  that  purchaser 
was  acting  for  the  person  procured  by  the  broker,  broker  held  not 
entitled  to  commission.  Treacy  v.  Oilman,  171  S.  W.  153,  161 
Ky.  513. 

Where  the  owner  of  real  estate,  which  he  has  listed  with  an 
agent  for  sale  for  a  definite  period,  sells  the  same  to  one  who  was 
induced  to  purchase  it  by  the  efforts  of  the  agent,  but  in  good 
faith  and  in  ignorance  of  those  efforts,  and  for  a  consideration 
less  than  given  the  agent,  he  is  not,  there  being  no  exclusive 
agency,  liable  for  a  commission  agreed  to  be  paid  for  the  produc- 
tion of  a  purchaser  ready,  able  and  willing  to  buy.     Quist  v. 
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Qoodfillow,  110  N.  W.  65,  99  Minn.  509,  8  L.  E.  A.  (U  .8,)  153, 
9  Ann.  Gas.  431. 

(The  following  cases  express  the  opposite  doctrine) : 

Where  a  broker  is  employed  to  procure  a  purchaser,  and  he  is 
the  procuring  cause,  he  can  not  be  deprived  of  his  commission 
merely  because  the  owner  making  the  sale  did  not  know  that  the 
broker  had  procured  the  purchaser.  Single  y.  Russell,  80  A.  164, 
114  Md.  418. 

Becovery  of  commissions  by  a  broker  is  not  dependent  upon 
knowledge  of  his  principal  that  the  buyer  came  to  purchase  in 
consequence  of  information  obtained  through  the  broker.  Mc- 
Laughlin V.  Campbell,  74  A.  530,  78  N*.  J.  Law,  541. 

A  broker  who,  by  directing  attention  to  property,  interests  a 
party  who  refuses  to  negotiate  through  him,  is  not  entitled  to  a 
commission  if  the  principal,  in  good  faith,  thereafter  negotiates 
a  contract  on  the  direct  application  of  such  party.  Lord  v.  U.  8, 
Transp.  Co.,  128  N.  T.  Sup.  451,  143  App.  Div.  437. 

Defendant  employed  plaintiff  to  sell  certain  coal  lands  for 
$250,000,  agreeing  to  pay  $10,000  commissions  in  case  a  sale  was 
effected  within  six  months  from  August  19,  1904,  and  that  if, 
during  such  time,  the  broker  named  to  the  defendant  a  probable 
purchaser,  and  the  property  came  under  such  purchaser's  control 
within  a  year  from  February  19,  1905,  the  broker  should  be  en- 
titled to  commissions.  The  plaintiff,  on  the  day  the  agreement 
was  made,  named  the  Ontario  &  Western  Bailway  as  a  probable 
purchaser,  and  within  the  time  specified  the  land  was  sold  to  B, 
who  was  secretary  and  treasurer  of  the  Bailroad  Company  and 
also  of  the  S.  Coal  Co.,  the  sale  having  been  made  through  B, 
who  was  attorney  for  both  companies.  B  thereafter  transferred 
the  property  to  the  S.  Coal  Co.,  all  of  the  stock  of  which,  except 
a  few  qualifying  shares,  were  owned  by  the  Bailroad  Co.,  and  it 
was  also  shown  that  a  majority  of  the  Coal  Co.'s  directors  were 
directors  of  the  Bailway  Co.  Held,  that  the  property  was  sold 
to  the  Bailway  Co.  within  the  terms  of  the  contract,  entitling 
plaintiff  to  commissions.     Langdon  v.  Taylor,  180  F.  385,  103 

L'.  \j»  A.,  OOx. 

Where  an  owner  of  real  estate,  situate  in  a  district  within 
which  a  large  part  of  the  land  is  subject  to  ancient  covenants, 
employs  a  broker  to  secure  a  purchaser,  but  neglects  to  inform 
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the  broker  of  the  existence  of  the  restrictions  and  covenants  in 
his  chain  of  title;  unless  the  broker  asks  about  it,  the  conceal- 
ment of  the  owner  is  not  the  equivalent  of  a  fraudulent  conceal- 
ment of  the  covenants.  Banger  v.  Leo,  121  N.  Y.  Sup.  328,  66 
Misc.  Bep.  144. 

Plaintiff,  a  broker  empowered  to  sell  land  for  defendant, 
showed  it  to  M.  ft  B.,  brokers  of  plaintiff,  and  afterwards  to  M. 
ft  S.,  and  discussed  with  them  the  terms  of  sale.  Soon  afterwards 
defendant  told  plaintiff  that  two  men  had  been  at  his  place,  but 
wanted  an  option  for  the  land ;  told  him  one  of  them  was  B.,  and 
showed  him  the  card  of  M.  ft  B.  which  they  had  left.  Plaintiff, 
either  not  knowing  the  names  of  the  men  to  whom  he  showed  the 
land  or  being  lacking  in  frankness,  made  no  claim  that  the  men 
who  had  been  there  were  his  parties,  but  disclaimed  knowledge  of 
them,  and  advised  defendant  to  give  them  an  option  at  the  time, 
and  fkfterwards  defendant  made  a  contract  of  sale  to  S.,  whereby 
M.  ft  B.  were  recognized  as  the  brokers  entitled  to  commissions. 
Held,  that  this  having  occurred  through  plaintiff's  fault,  he  was 
not  entitled  to  assert  a  right  to  commission,  though  on  the  day 
the  contract  of  sale  was  signed  he  presented  himself  and  claimed 
the  commission,  and  defendant,  in  the  presence  of  the  conflicting 
claims,  made  him  an  offer  of  a  certain  amount,  and  ended  the 
interview,  indicating  that  he  thought  plaintiff  had  earned  the 
commission,  and  that  he  was  willing  to  do  what  was  right. 
Courtney  v.  Rhodes,  133  K  Y.  Sup.  363,  148  App.  Div.  799. 

Where  a  broker  employed  by  defendant  to  make  a  sale  for  a 
foreign  corporation  which  he  owned  concealed  the  fact  that 
eight-ninths  of  the  commission  was  to  be  paid  to  the  foreign 
corporation  agent  receiving  a  salary  and  commission  for  making 
such  sales,  he  was  not  entitled  to  commissions.  Chaa,  F.  Oar- 
rigues  Co,  v.  International  Agr.  Corporation,  144  N".  Y.  Sup.  982, 
169  App.  Div.  677. 

In  an  action  by  brokers  for  a  share  in  the  profits  on  land  pur- 
chased by  defendants  from  the  broker's  principals,  evidence  held 
to  show  that  the  brokers  concealed  their  interest  in  the  purchase 
from  their  principals,  and  that  defendants  knew  of  such  conceal- 
ment.   Fred  Brovm  S  Co.  v.  Cash,  146  N.  W.  80,  165  Iowa,  221. 

Where  a  broker  who  was  employed  to  sell  property  on  com- 
mission was  unable  to  make  a  sale  to  a  prospective  purchaser. 
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and  subsequently  the  owner  sold  directly  to  a  third  per- 
son who  secretly  acted  for  such  prospective  purchaser,  and 
though  such  purchaser,  on  direct  inquiry  from  the  owner,  dis- 
claimed the  desire  to  purchase,  the  broker  could  not  recover  com- 
mission from  the  owner  on  the  theory  that  the  sale  was,  in  fact, 
to  the  purchaser  procured  by  him,  where,  to  do  so,  would  necessi- 
tate the  adoption  by  the  broker  of  the  prospective  purchasers' 
method  of  obtaining  title  to  the  property  at  less  price  through 
concealment.    Ritch  v.  Robertson,  106  A.  609,  —  Conn.  Sup.  — . 

Where,  when  an  owner  of  land  and  an  agent  commenced  their 
negotiations,  they  created  a  contract  of  agency  and  not  one  of 
sale  by  the  owner  to  the  agent,  the  agent,  by  no  act  of  his,  unex- 
plained to  the  owner,  could  change  the  contract,  and  when  he 
found  a  purchaser  it  was  his  duty  to  make  correct  representa- 
tions to  the  owner  as  to  the  price  he  was  to  receive  for  the  land 
and  failing  to  do  so  and  selling  for  more  that  he  represented  to 
the  owner,  he  is  responsible  for  the  sum  at  which  he  did  sell. 
Solmson  v.  Deese,  218  S.  W.  667,  —  Ark.  Sup.  — . 

In  a  real  estate  agent's  action  for  commission  on  a  sale  of  land, 
evidence  held  to  show  forfeiture  by  the  agent  of  his  right  to 
commission  for  services  in  negotiating  the  sale,  because  of  un- 
faithful conduct  in  first  secretly  closing  the  sale,  as  agent,  for 
$3,400,  and  then  representing  to  the  principal  that  he  could  sell 
for  $3,100.    Avery  v.  Baird,  188  P.  264,  —  Kan.  Sup.  — . 

Where  one  of  the  members  of  a  firm  of  brokers  engaged  to 
effect  an  exchange  of  lands  concealed  from  defendant  that  the 
party  with  whom  the  exchange  was  proposed  to  be  effected  was 
his  father-in-law,  the  relationship  raises  a  strong  suspicion  of 
want  of  good  faith  of  the  broker,  and  only  slight  circumstances 
are  necessary  to  surround  the  same.  Hume  v.  Baggott  &  BaggoH, 
221  S.  W.  1002,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

Sec.  292.    Abandonment  of  employment  and  of  contract  by 
purchaser. 

Where  a  real  estate  agent  fails  to  sell  the  property  and  directs 
a  prospective  purchaser  to  trade  with  the  owner,  who  sells  the 
property,  relying  on  the  broker's  abandonment  of  the  employ- 
ment, ttie  broker  can  not  recover  commissions.  Enochs  v.  Paoo- 
ton,  87  Miss.  660,  40  S.  14.    A  broker  employed  by  the  owner 
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of  land  to  secure  a  purchaser  for  it  produced  two  persons  who 
obtained  a  written  agreement  from  the  owner  to  sell  the  land 
to  them,  but  did  not  sign  the  agreement,  and  afterwards  aban- 
doned the  deal  by  refusing  to  take  a  deed.  Held,  that  the 
broker  was  not  entitled  to  a  commission.  Kampf  v.  Dreyer,  103 
N.  Y.  S.  962,  119  App.  Div.  134;  Massie  v.  Chaiom,  127  P.  56, 
163  Cal.  772.    See  Sec.  33. 

A  sale  of  property  negotiated  by  a  broker  for  $38,000,  pro- 
vided for  the  payment  in  cash  of  $500,  a  payment  of  $4,500 
on  a  later  date,  when  the  deed  was  to  be  delivered,  and  a  mort- 
gage for  the  remainder  given,  together  with  a  bond  for  improve- 
ments to  be  placed  on  the  property  by  the  purchaser;  on  the 
date  when  the  deed  was  to  be  given  the  purchaser  was  unable 
to  comply  with  the  contract,  but  paid  $3,000,  and  further  time 
was  granted ;  a  few  months  later  the  purchaser,  still  being  unable 
to  comply  with  the  contract,  gave  his  note  to  the  vendor  for 
$2,000,  and  the  contract  was  cancelled.  Held,  that  the  broker 
was  not  entitled  to  commissions.  Biggs  v.  Turnbull,  105  Md. 
135,  66  A.  13,  8  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  824.  A  broker  who  abandons 
his  employment  is  not  entitled  to  commissions  on  a  sale  after- 
wards made  to  his  customer  by  the  principal  or  through  an- 
other agent  Everett  v.  Farrel,  11  Ind.  App.  185,  38  N.  E.  872 ; 
Watts  V.  Howard,  51  111.  App.  243;  lApe  v.  Ludmck,  14  111. 
App.  372;  Singer,  etc.,  Stone  Co.  v.  Hutchison,  61  111.  App.  308; 
Rigdon  v.  Strong,  128  111.  App.  447 ;  Moore  v.  Cresap,  109  Iowa 
749,  80  N.  W.  399 ;  Cathcart  v.  Bacon,  47  Minn.  34,  49  N.  W. 
331;  FairchUd  v.  Cunningham,  84  Minn.  521,  88  N.  W.  15; 
Cullen  V.  Bell,  43  Minn.  226,  45  N.  W.  428 ;  Tooker  v.  Duck- 
worth, 107  Mo.  App.  231,  80  S.  W.  963 ;  Barnard  v.  Monnott, 
34  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  90;  Meyer  v.  Straus,  58  N.  Y.  S.  904,  42  App. 
Div.  613;  Getzler  v.  Boehm,  38  N.  Y.  S.  52,  16  Misc.  390; 
Bouscher  v.  Larkins,  84  Hun  288,  32  N.  Y.  S.  305;  Hay  v. 
Piatt,  21  N.  Y.  S.  362,  66  Hun  488 ;  Marcus  v.  Kenneally,  43 
N.  Y.  S.  1056, 19  Misc.  517 ;  Halley  v.  Toumsend,  2  Hilt.  (N.  Y.) 
34;  Miller  v.  Vining,  98  N.  Y.  S.  466,  112  App.  Div.  304;  Lewis 
V.  Manson,  61  S.  835,  132  La.  817;  Haines  v.  Wooster,  133  P. 
998,  22  Cal.  App.  197;  McComhs  v.  Moss,  181  S.  W.  907,  121 
Ark.  533 ;  Hume  v.  Boz  Co.,  204  S.  W.  673,  —  Tex,  Civ.  App.  — . 
See  also  Sec.  558. 
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A  mere  refusal  by  the  broker,  at  the  request  of  the  purchaser, 
to  again  see  the  seller  and  endeavor  to  obtain  a  lower  price,  does 
not  constitute  an  abandonment  of  his  employment,  or  bar  com- 
missions on  a  sale  afterward  made  by  the  owner  to  such  custo- 
mer. McCormack  v.  Henderson,  100  Mo.  App.  647,  75  S.  W.  171 ; 
Parks  V.  Sullivan,  152  S.  W.  704,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  Where  the 
owner  of  property  employed  a  broker  to  sell  it,  and  after  a 
month  or  two  it  was  agreed  that  the  broker's  authority  should 
cease,  and  three  or  four  years  after  the  owner  sold  the  property 
to  one  with  whom  the  broker  had  negotiated  with  two  years  prior 
thereto,  he  was  not  entitled  to  commissions,  although  he  called 
the  attention  of  the  purchaser  to  the  property  and  introduced 
him  to  the  owner.  Staehlin  v.  Kramer,  118  Mo.  App.  329,  94 
S.  W.  785. 

In  order  to  constitute  abandonment  of  negotiations  between  a 
broker  and  a  prospective  purchaser  so  as  to  defeat  recovery  of 
commissions,  mere  discontinuance  for  a  short  time  is  insufficient, 
but  the  evidence  also  must  show  an  abandonment  of  all  intention 
of  purchasing  the  property.  Rasar  v.  Johnson  &  Spurting,  176 
111.  App.  340. 

Where  broker,  without  disclosing  to  employer,  agreed  for  com- 
missions with  person  who  desired  to  exchange  farm,  which  was 
subsequent  to  beginning  of  negotiations  between  such  person  and 
his  own  employer,  arrangement  may  be  regarded  as  abandonment 
of  agency.    Whittle  v.  Klipper,  105  N.  W.  425 ;  —  Iowa  Sup.  — . 

Where  broker  employed  to  sell,  after  principal  had  opened  ne- 
gotiations for  exchange,  agreed  with  hostile  agents  to  pool  com- 
missions, arrangement  may  be  regarded  as  abandonment  of 
agency.    Id. 

Seal  estate  broker  attempted  by  indirect  and  detestable  means 
to  become  purchaser  himself  of  property  which  he  has  undertaken 
to  sell  as  agent,  is  equivalent  to  a  renunciation  of  the  agency,  and 
nothing  short  of  an  unequivocal  recognition  of  the  existence  of 
the  agency  by  the  parties,  with  full  knowledge  of  the  facts,  can 
re-establish  agency.    Prouty  v.  Blanchard,  106  A.  831,  —  Vt.  — . 

The  fact  that  when  a  principal  tendered  her  broker  a  deed  to 
lots  conveyed  to  her  by  him,  and  demanded  payment  of  money 
retained  by  such  broker  from  the  proceeds  of  land  sold  by  him 
for  her,  she  made  no  mention  of  furniture  included  with  a  lot 
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oony^d  to  her,  does  not  inyalidate  the  rescission,  where  the 
broker  refused  to  rescind.  Puffer  v.  Bradley,  181  P.  1,  —  Or. 
Sup.  — 

YfheiheT  a  broker  abandoned  his  contract  was  largely  a  ques- 
tion of  intention  to  be  inferred  from  the  facts  and  circumstances 
proved.    Bradley  v.  Blandin,  110  A.  809,  —  Vt.  Sup.  — . 

Sec.  293.    Alterations  made  in  writtm  instnunaata. 

Where,  after  a  contract  of  sale  was  signed  by  the  vendor,  the 
purchaser  made  material  alterations  and  then  signed  it,  and  the 
vendor  refused  to  re«execute,  there  was  no  meeting  of  minds 
and  the  broker  can  not  recover  commissions.  Bruce  v. 
Hurlbut,  66  N.  Y.  S.  1127,  54  App.  Div.  616.  See  also 
Sec  33.  A  contract  for  the  sale  of  land  was  executed  by 
the  owner  and  left  with  his  agent  for  the  sale  of  such 
land  for  delivery  to  the  purchaser;  the  agent  altered  the 
instrument  by  substituting  the  name  of  another  person, 
changed  both  the  consideration  and  the  rate  of  interest, 
and  delivered  it  to  such  other  person.  Held,  that  the  contract 
BO  delivered  was  not  the  contract  of  the  owner.  BaUau  v.  Berg- 
vendsen,  9  N.  D.  285,  83  K  W.  10;  Campbell  v.  Chase,  96  P. 
959,  78  Kan.  593.    See  also  Sec.  55. 

See.  294.    Adverse  interests. 

An  agent  in  charge  of  real  estate  can  not  acquire  a  tax-title 
adverse  to  his  principal,  who  has  failed  to  furnish  him  with 
means  to  pay  the  taxes,  and  the  burden  is  on  the  agent  to  show 
that  his  agency  had  terminated  when  he  acquired  the  title.  Bow- 
man V.  Officer,  53  Iowa,  640.    See  also  Sec.  345. 

A  broker  employed  to  negotiate  a  sale  may  acquire  an  inter- 
est in  the  property  after  a  sale  has  been  made,  if  his  former 
agency  in  no  way  entered  into  or  influenced  the  subsequent  trans- 
action. Chester  v.  Campbell,  109  A.  901,  —  K  J.  Ct.  of  Err. 
and  App.  — . 

See.  296.    Betrayal  of  trust 

If  a  real  estate  agent  authorized  to  sell  land  at  a  given  price, 
three  years  after,  when  the  value  has  greatly  advanced,  and  is 
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rapidly  rising,  sells  the  same  at  the  price  named,  and  at  a  great 
sacrifice,  without  informing  his  principal  of  the  rise  in  YalnCi 
this  would  be  such  a  fraud  upon  the  principal  that  a  court  of 
equity  would  refuse  to  enforce  a  conveyance  to  the  purchaser. 
Proudfoot  V.  Wightman,  78  111.  553. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  conmiissions  for  procuring  a 
purchaser,  the  broker  made  no  pretence  that  defendant  em- 
ployed him,  but  asserted  that  he  was  acting  at  the  instance 
of  the  purchaser;  notwithstanding  the  express  unwillingness  of 
defendant  to  make  the  sale,  he  testified  that,  without  the  knowl- 
edge of  defendant,  he  called  the  purchaser's  attention  to  his 
right  to  purchase  as  stipulated  in  the  lease ;  that  defendant  re- 
fused to  convey,  claiming  that  she  was  not  bound  by  the  lease, 
that  the  broker  urged  the  purchaser's  claim,  and  that  defendant 
yielded  when  advised  by  her  counsel  so  to  do.  Held,  that  the 
broker  was  not  entitled  to  commissions.  Morris  v.  Poundt,  99 
N.  Y.  S.  844,  51  Misc.  6 ;  Knake  v.  Qriswold,  93  N.  Y.  S.  459, 
104  App.  Div.  137 ;  Horien  v.  Loffler,  31  App.  D.  C.  362. 

In  an  action  by  a  grantor  of  realty  to  set  aside  a  sale,  on  the 
ground  that  the  agent  employed  by  her  to  secure  a  purchaser, 
in  fact  purchased  the  property,  while  she  thought  the  sale  was 
being  made  to  another ;  it  appeared  that  the  agent  had  induced 
her  to  sign  a  contract  of  purchase  with  such  other  party,  the 
agent  agreeing  to  execute  with  the  other  a  bond  accompanying 
a  mortgage  which  was  to  be  given  to  the  grantor ;  subsequently, 
a  deed  was  given  running  to  the  agent ;  the  bond  was  signed  by 
the  agent  and  the  other,  and  the  mortgage  signed  by  the  agent 
alone  was  kept  by  him  for  the  purpose  of  record;  after  the 
grantor  learned  that  the  deed  ran  to  the  agent  she  informed 
him,  on  the  payment  of  the  interest  on  the  purchase  money 
and  mortgage  given  by  him,  that  she  would  put  the  money  in 
bank  until  she  got  her  property  back,  and  stated  that  she  was 
going  to  consult  a  lawyer.  Held,  that  the  acceptance  of  the 
money  did  not  constitute  a  ratification  of  the  transaction.  Clark 
V.  Bird,  72  N.  Y.  S.  769,  66  App.  Div.  284. 

Where  defendants,  land  brokers,  having  option  on  land,  induced 
plaintiff  to  purchase  land  at  what  they  represented  to  be  option 
price,  but  which,  in  fact,  was  in  excess  thereof,  under  a  contract 
whereby  brokers  were  to  use  their  best  efforts  to  resell  land,  and 
upon  sale  were  to  share  in  the  profits,  and  where  defendants 
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haying;  without  plaintiff's  knowledge,  received  the  difference  be- 
tween the  option  and  purchase  price,  for  more  than  nine  years 
made  no  substantial  effort  to  procure  a  purchaser,  they  were 
guilty  of  laches.  Armstrong  v.  Lawnsbery,  Simmons  &  Co.,  173 
N.  W.  890,  —  Iowa  Sup.  — . 

See.  28Sa.    Dischargiiig  tmrt  by  retarning  earnest  money. 

It  is  not  a  breach  of  trust  for  a  broker  to  return  earnest 
money  to  procured  purchaser,  when  sale  is  not  consummated  for 
failure  of  owner  to  make  a  good  title.  Badeaux  v.  Bohrer,  182 
HI.  App.  114. 

Sec.  296.    Collusion. 

In  an  action  for  a  broker's  services,  an  answer  alleging  that 
the  proposed  purchai^er  was  plaintiff's  uncle,  and  that  they 
entered  into  collusion,  whereby  the  uncle  was  to  pretend  to 
defendant  that  he  was  ready  and  willing  to  purchase  the  lands 
and  pay  for  the  same  in  cash,  and  that  defendant,  under  the 
belief  that  the  proposed  purchaser  was  acting  in  good  faith 
fixed  a  day  and  place  for  the  execution  of  the  deed,  when 
plaintiff  and  his  uncle  questioned  the  description  for  the  pur- 
pose of  delay,  and  that  before  the  adjourned  day  fixed  for  the 
execution  of  the  deed,  defendant  was  informed  that  the  pro- 
posed purchaser  would  not  take  the  land  until  he  had  had  an 
opportunity  to  reinspect  it,  which  he  never  did,  states  a  suflS- 
eient  defense.  McAfee  v.  Bending,  36  Ind.  App.  628,  76 
N.  E.  412. 

Where  throughout  the  transactions  involving  the  sale  of  de- 
fendant's property  by  plaintiff,  a  broker,  defendant  believed 
that  she  was  dealing  with  the  purchaser  alone,  to  whom  her 
written  contract  of  sale  was  executed  and  delivered,  the  facts 
that  immediate  assignment  was  made  by  the  purchaser  to  an« 
other,  followed  by  the  procurement  from  defendant  of  a  written 
ratification,  with  a  modification  giving  to  the  assignee  the  right 
to  a  conveyance,  and  the  payment  by  such  assignee  of  the  pur- 
chaser's  check,  given  in  part  payment  of  the  purchase  price, 
were  circumstances  tending  to  support  her  claim  that  the  con- 
tract waa  procured  through  the  misrepresentations  of  all  of  the 
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parties  acting  in  concert    Kurinsky  v.  Lynch,  201  Mass.  28,  87 

K  E.  70. 

It  ifl  immaterial  to  a  real  estate  agent's  right  to  commission 
on  a  sale  procured  by  him  that  he  did  not  obtain  an  offer  for 
his  principal  on  terms  as  good  as  those  on  which  the  sale  was 
made,  where  the  buyer  and  the  seller  colluded  together  to  deprive 
the  broker  of  his  right  to  commission.  Lipscomb  v.  Maatin,  125 
S.  W.  1177,  142  Mo.  App.  228. 

Where  a  broker  brought  about  an  exchange  of  lands  between 
plaintiff  and  defendant,  and  by  collusion  between  broker  and  de- 
fendant misrepresented  the  contract  to  plaintiff,  who  could  not 
read  or  write,  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  rescind  the  contract, 
whether  or  not  the  broker  was  his  agent.  Stelter  v.  Fowler,  113 
P.  1096,  62  Wash.  345,  mot.  to  mod.  judg.  den.,  114  P.  879,  62 
Wash.  345. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  to  have  a  lien  declared  on  land  for  a 
certain  commission,  on  the  ground  that  the  transfer  of  the  land 
was  collusive,  and  for  the  purpose  of  barring  him  of  his  commis- 
sion, the  burden  was  upon  the  broker  to  show  concerted  action 
and  collusion  on  the  part  of  the  grantee  and  other  defendants, 
the  broker's  claim  being  that  the  grantee  was  purchasing  for  an- 
other, a  transfer  to  whom  would  entitle  the  broker  to  a  oonunis- 
sion.    Sanders  v.  Berry,  214  S.  W.  58,  —  Ark.  Sup.  — . 
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Sec.  297.    Depofiito. 

A  real  estate  broker  employed  to  find  a  purchaser  of  land  at  a 
designated  price,  under  an  agreement  whereby  the  owner  is  to 
furnish  a  perfect  abstract  of  title  on  a  deposit  of  ten  per  cent. 
of  the  price  by  the  purchaser  has  earned  his  commissions  when 
he  produces  a  purchaser  willing  to  buy  on  the  prescribed  terms, 
and  where  the  owner  afterwards  induces  his  title  to  be  rejected 
for  the  purpose  of  defeating  the  sale,  the  broker's  return  of  the 
deposit  in  compliance  with  the  contract  of  sale,  though  without 
the  owner's  knowledge,  does  not  affect  his  right  to  his  commis- 
sion. Phelps  V.  Preuesch,  83  Cal.  626,  23  P.  1111.  A  real 
estate  broker  acting  for  a  vendor  is  entitled,  in  the  absence  of 
a  contract  to  the  contrary,  to  a  commission  on  a  deposit  made 
by  the  prospective  purchaser  and  forfeited  by  him.  Pierce  v. 
Powell,  57  m.  323 ;  OUder  v.  Davis,  137  N.  Y.  504,  33  N.  B. 
590,  20  L.  B.  A.  398 ;  Bawersox  v.  HdU,  73  Kan.  99,  84  P.  557. 

See  also  Sees.  470,  670,  606. 

Under  a  contract  of  sale  requiring  earnest  money  payment  to 
be  placed  in  escrow  until  title  was  approved,  check  by  broker  was 
deposited;  held,  sufiScient  deposit  if  drawn  on  a  fund  on  which  he 
had  the  right  to  draw  a  check,  and  that  it  was  a  payment  of  the 
amount  thereof.  Henderson  &  Grant  v.  Oilbert,  171  S.  W.  304, 
—  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

A  broker's  receipt  for  earnest  money  reciting .  payment  of 
$1,000  as  earnest  of  purchaser's  intention  to  purchase  real  estate 
described  at  the  agreed  price  of  $45,000,  balance  payable,  cash  on 
delivery  of  clear  deed  and  abstract,  purchaser  to  pay  taxes,  as- 
sessments and  costs,  and  in  case  of  failure  to  forfeit  deposit 
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money,  signed  by  owner  only,  by  the  broker  as  agent,  was  not  an 
enforceable  contract  of  sale  sufficient  to  constitute  performance 
of  the  broker's  contract  of  emplojrment.  Henry  v.  Harher,  118 
P.  205,  61  Or.  276,  judg.  aff.  on  re.,  122  P.  298,  61  Or.  276. 

Belease  of  both  parties  to  a  contract  for  a  sale  of  land  secured 
by  plaintifiEs  as  brokers,  which  contract  had  never  become  effective 
by  reason  of  the  buyer's  failure  to  deposit  earnest  money  required 
as  a  condition  precedent  thereto;  the  contract  of  release  did  not 
80  affect  the  broker's  rights  as  entitled  them  to  recover  commis- 
sions. Oswald  Realty  Co.  v.  Broussard,  159  S.  W.  386,  —  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  — . 

Where  a  contract  between  intending  purchaser  and  brokers 
provided  for  refunding  of  the  earnest  money  if  the  title  should 
not  be  perfect,  and  for  forfeiture  to  the  seller  if  the  purchaser 
failed  to  comply  with  the  terms  of  sale,  and  that  the  sale  was 
subject  to  the  approval  of  the  owner,  and  that  it  would  be  ap- 
proved within  ten  days  or  the  earnest  money  refunded.  The 
owner,  on  executing  the  contract,  became  entitled  to  the  earnest 
money  payment  constituting  part  of  the  price,  and  the  purchaser 
could  not  thereafter  recover  such  payment  from  the  brokers, 
whether  he  knew  prior  to  such  approval  or  not,  and  whether  the 
brokers  were  his  agents  or  the  owner's  agents.  Massey  v.  Butts, 
221  S.  W.  153,  —  Mo.  App.  — . 

Sec.  298.    Deceit 

Where  plaintiff  purchased  property  from  defendant,  a  broker, 
for  $7,000,  upon  his  representation  that  the  owner  would  not 
sell  it  for  less  than  that  price,  when  the  fact  was  that  the  owner 
had  consented  to  sell  it  for  $6,500,  and  the  broker's  conmiission, 
plaintiff  can  recover  in  an  action  in  deceit,  $500,  less  a  reason- 
able  commission  to  defendant.  Kice  v.  Porter,  21  Ky.  L.  R. 
871,  22  Ky.  L.  R.  1704,  53  S.  W.  285,  61  S.  W.  266. 

Defendant  asked  a  real  estate  broker  to  obtain  a  purchaser 
for  his  farm,  which  the  broker  did,  at  the  same  time  demanding 
laxge  commissions,  which,  he  said,  were  to  be  divided  between 
him  and  the  purchaser's  broker,  as  the  purchaser  knew;  this 
was  satisfactory  to  defendant,  but  he  wrote  as  to  the  commis- 
sion to  the  purchaser,  who  thereupon  refused  to  sign  the  con- 
tract of  sale.     Held,  that  the  broker  did  not  procure  a  pur- 
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chaser  on  defendant's  terms,  and  was  not  entitled  to  commis- 
sions. Smith  y.  Nicoll,  36  N.  Y.  S.  347,  91  Hun  173,  affirmed 
158  N.  Y.  696,  53  N.  E.  1132. 

Where  a  real  estate  broker,  in  order  to  make  a  sale,  repre- 
sented that  an  assessment  for  a  sewer  in  process  of  construc- 
tion near  the  property  had  been  paid,  the  owner  is  not  liable 
therefor  in  an  action  for  deceit,  in  the  absence  of  evidence  that 
he  gave  the  broker  authority  to  make  such  representation,  it 
not  being  within  the  ordinary  scope  of  his  employment.  Brack* 
man  v.  Leighton,  60  Mo.  App.  38. 

An  innocent  vendor  can  not  be  sued  in  tort  for  the  fraud  of 
his  agent  in  effecting  a  sale;  in  such  a  case  the  vendee  may 
rescind  the  contract  and  reclaim  the  money  paid,  and  if  not 
repaid  may  sue  the  vendor  in  assumpsit  for  it,  or  he  may  sue 
the  agent  for  the  deceit.    Kennedy  v.  McKay,  43  N.  J.  L.  288. 

Plaintiff  employed  defendant  as  its  agent  to  buy  a  mine  for 
not  to  exceed  $150,000.  Defendant  actually  bought  it  for 
$90,000,  concealed  the  fact  from  plaintiff,  fraudulently  caused 
it  to  be  conveyed  to  a  confederate  and  by  representing  that  he 
had  bought  it  for  $150,000,  induced  plaintiff  to  execute  a  con- 
tract with  the  confederate,  agreeing  to  buy  the  mine  at  that 
price,  $20,000  to  be  paid  in  cash,  $90,000  in  one  year,  and 
$40,000  in  eighteen  months;  plaintiff  paid  the  cash  payment, 
and  after  obtaining  a  reduction  of  the  remainder  to  $110,000, 
paid  that  sum  also;  thus,  by  reason  of  defendant's  fraud  paying 
$40,000  more  than  the  actual  price  for  which  defendant  pur- 
chased for  his  account.  Held,  that  these  facts  alleged  and  found 
sufficiently  made  out  a  case  of  damages  for  deceit  and  fraud, 
and  entitled  plaintiff  to  a  judgment  recovered  for  $40,000.  Ot. 
Western  Gold  Co.  v.  Chambers  (Cal.  Sup.  '09),  101  P.  6. 

A  broker  employed  by  the  owner  to  procure  a  purchaser  of 
real  estate  was  entitled  to  retain  for  his  services  the  sum  in 
excess  of  $10,000  realized  from  a  sale.  The  broker  fraudulently 
induced  a  purchaser  to  purchase  the  land  for  $12,500,  and 
fraudulently  induced  the^  purchaser  to  sell  his  own  land  to  the 
broker^  who  agreed  to  pay  $2,527  to  the  owner  to  apply  on  the 
price  of  the  land  purchased  from  the  owner.  Held,  that  the  pur- 
diaser,  electing  to  rescind  the  contract  on  the  ground  of  fraud, 
could  not  recover  the  $2,500  as  an  element  of  damages  in  an  ac* 
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tion  of  deceit  against  the  broker.  Gordon  v.  Rhodes  (Tex.  CIy. 
App.  '09),  117  S.  W.  1023.  Certified  questions  answered,  116 
S.  W.  40.    See  also  Sec.  607. 

A  contract  of  sale  of  lands  between  a  broker  and  his  principal 
held  unenforceable  for  fraudulent  representations  inducing  it. 
Merritt  v.  Hummer,  122  P.  816,  21  Colo.  App.  668 ;  Fishback  y. 
Vining,  125  P.  669,  22  Colo.  App.  419. 

Where  a  broker  procured  from  his  principal  a  binding  agree- 
ment through  the  broker's  misrepresentation  that  a  third  person 
was  satisfied  with  the  sale;  held,  not  to  make  a  contract  of  sale 
binding  on  the  principal.  Harrington  v.  Dodge,  103  N.  E.  919, 
216  Mass.  461. 


Sea  299.    Action  for  damagwk 

Where  a  broker  is  employed  to  purchase  or  to  make  a  sale  of 
lands  and  the  principal  refuses  to  accept  or  to  part  with  the 
property,  as  the  case  may  be,  or  otherwise  breaks  the  contract  of 
emplojnnent,  the  broker  may  maintain  an  action  for  a  breach  of 
the  contract.  Atkinson  v.  Peck,  114  N.  C.  697,  19  S.  E.  628; 
Roberts  v.  Barnes,  1  Gab.  &  E.  (Eng.),  336;  Burnet  v.  Edling, 
19  Tex.  Civ.  App.  711,  48  S.  W.  776;  Henry  &  Sons  v.  Colo.  F.  £ 
L.  8.  Co.,  164  P.  986;  Briggs  v.  Hall,  141  P.  1067,  24  Cal.  App. 
686 ;  Ooldm^n  v.  Weisman,  143  N.  W.  983,  123  Minn.  370 ;  Rob- 
inson V.  Oklahoma  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  166  P.  202,  —  Okl.  Sup.  — ; 
Harris  v.  Van  Vranken,  166  N.  W.  66,  —  N.  D.  Sup.  — ;  Atl. 
Coast  Realty  Co.  v.  Townsend,  98  S.  E.  681,  —  Va.  Sup.  — . 

Where  an  owner  of  land,  after  he  agreed  with  a  broker  to  ex- 
tend the  time  for  a  sale,  and  after  he  knew  the  broker  had  pro- 
cured a  purchaser  for  a  later  date,  revoked  the  authority  of  the 
broker  to  sell,  and  then  sold  to  the  person  procured  by  the  bro- 
ker, he  is  liable  to  the  broker  for  such  damages  as  arose  from 
such  unlawful  revocation  of  the  agency.  Hancock  v.  Stacey,  126 
S.  W.  884,  103  Tex.  219,  —  Civ.  App.  — ,  116  S.  W.  117,  aflF. 

Where  an  owner  breached  its  contract  to  pay  brokers  instal- 
ments on  commissions  as  lands  are  sold,  the  brokers  were  relieved 
from  continuing  to  make  sales,  and  were  entitled  to  commissions 
on  sales  made,  though  they  were  not  prevented  from  making  fur- 
ther sales  by  the  owner's  refusal  to  make  the  payments.  Tilton 
v.  James  L.  Gates  Land  Co.,  121  N.  W.  331,  140  Wis.  197. 
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Although  as  a  general  rale  a  contract  with  an  agent  to  sell 
land,  within  a  certain  time,  is  revocable  before  the  termination 
of  the  time  specified,  yet  if  the  agent  has  rendered  service  in  re- 
lation thereto,  he  may  sue  the  principal  for  a  breach  of  the  con« 
tract  and  recover  damages.  Oreen  v.  Cole,  103  Mo.  70,  15  S.  W. 
317;  Durkee  v.  Gimn,  41  Kan.  496,  21  P.  637;  Bathrik  v.  Coffin, 
43  tr.  T.  S.  313,  13  App.  Div.  101 ;  Rowan  v.  Hull,  65  W.  Va. 
335,  47  S.  E.  92;  Tappin  v.  Henley,  11  Weekly  Bep.  (Bng.),  466; 
Anderson  v.  Shafer,  124  P.  423,  87  Kan.  346 ;  Johnson  £  Moran 
V.  Buchman,  116  S.  W.  875,  54  Tex.  Civ.  App.  328;  WilliatMon 
ReaJ  Estate  Co.  v.  Sasser,  108  S.  E.  73,  —  N.  C.  Sup.  — .  See 
also  See.  22. 

Where  a  real  estate  agent  having  a  contract  to  sell  lands  to  a 
third  person  at  an  advanced  price  purchases  the  land  himself 
from  his  principal,  without  disclosing  to  him  that  such  is  the  con- 
tract, which  he  thereafter  completes,  renders  himself  liable  to  his 
principal  in  damages.  Kingsley  v.  Wheeler,  95  Minn.  360,  104 
N.  W.  543.    See  also  Sec.  290. 

An  owner  of  land,  which  his  agent  has  sold,  can  not  recover 
damages  from  that  agent  for  fraud,  where  such  owner,  knowing 
of  a  resale  by  the  vendee  and  suspecting  his  agent  of  connivance 
in  said  resale  at  an  advanced  price,  refuses,  while  the  contract 
is  still  executory,  to  avail  himself  of  the  usual  means  of  ascer- 
taining the  truth,  and,  nevertheless^  evecutes  the  contract.    Ber- 

tleson  V.  Vanderhoff,  96  Minn.  184,  104  N.  W.  820.  See  also 
Sec.  24. 

Where  a  contract  employing  a  broker  to  procure  a  purchaser 
stipulates  that  the  commissions  shall  be  paid  only  when  a  sale 
is  effected,  the  broker  is  not  entitled  to  commissions  unless  a 
sale  is  effected,  though  he  may  be  entitled  to  damages  for  the 
wrongful  act  of  the  owner  in  preventing  a  sale.  McDermott  v. 
Mdhoney  (Iowa  Sup.  '08),  115  N.  W.  32,  139  Iowa  292;  affirm- 
ing on  rehearing,  106  N.  W.  925. 

An  action  for  damages  will  lie  against  a  real  estate  agent 
delivering  a  contract  for  the  exchange  of  property  to  the  other 
party,  in  violation  of  the  prineipars  instructions.  Hawes  y. 
Burkholz,  114  N.  Y.  S.  765.    See  also  Sec,  290. 

Where  a  real  estate  broker  is  employed  for  a  definite  period 
to  procure  a  purchaser  for  the  property  of  the  owner,  and  the 
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broker  is  discharged  without  cause,  before  the  expiration  of  the 
period,  or  is  not  permitted  to  undertake  the  performance  of 
the  contract,  the  owner  is  liable  to  the  agent  for  the  damages. 
Johnson  v.  Buchanan  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '09),  116  S.  W.  875.  A 
broker  may  recover  anticipated  profits  as  damages  for  breach  of 
his  contract  of  employment.  Blumenthal  v.  Bridges  (Ark.  Sup. 
W),  120  S.  W.  974. 

"Where  the  buyer  of  real  estate  receives  a  deed  therefor,  with 
special  warranty  against  incumbrances,  and  pays  over  the  pur- 
chase price  to  the  brokers  of  the  seller,  the  buyer  can  recover  on 
such  warranty  from  the  seller,  where  it  develops  that  the 
brokers  thereafter  accounted  to  the  seller  for  the  difference 
between  an  existing  incumbrance  on  the  property  and  the  pur- 
chase price,  but  fraudulently  failed  to  pay  and  secure  a  re- 
lease of  such  incumbrance.    Babson  v.  Cox,  32  App.  D.  C.  542. 

Defendant  employed  plaintiff  to  procure  an  exchange  of 
land  of  defendant's  to  a  third  person.  It  was  orally  agreed 
that  the  third  person  should  pay  plaintiff  his  commission,  and 
the  contract  between  defendant  and  the  third  person  for  the 
exchange  was  also  oral.  Defendant  refused  to  consummate  the 
exchange  and  plaintiff  lost  his  commission.  Held,  that  as  the 
oral  contract  for  the  exchange  of  real  estate,  though  unenforce- 
able, under  the  statute  of  frauds,  may  be  lawfully  performed, 
the  fact  that  the  third  person  could  not  enforce  the  agreement 

did  not  deprive  plaintiff  of  his  action  for  damages  against  defend- 
ant for  the  loss  of  his  commissions.  Bird  v.  Blackwell  (Mo.  App. 
'09),  115  S.  W.  487. 

If  the  vendor's  broker  misrepresented  the  acreage,  and  the  pur- 
chaser relied  on  the  representations,  the  purchaser  can  recover 
compensation  for  any  material  shortage,  not  exceeding  the  price 
per  acre  paid.  Farris  v.  Oilder  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '09),  116  S.  W. 
645. 

Where  defendant  agreed  to  purchase  certain  property  at  an 
agreed  price  if  plaintiff  would  procure  its  sale,  knowing  that 
plaintiff  would  receive  a  commission  from  the  owner,  and  there- 
fore refused  to  purchase,  plaintiff  could  recover  the  amount  of 
such  commissions.  James  v.  Home  of  the  Sons  and  Daughters 
of  Israel  153  K  Y.  Sup.  169. 
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Where  defendant  employed  a  broker  to  procure  a  loan  for  him^ 
agreeing  to  pay  5%  commission^  and  the  broker  applied  to 
plaintiJSy  consenting  that  the  amount  of  plaintiff's  expenses 
should  be  deducted  from  the  commission  to  be  paid  to  him.  De- 
fendanty  on  refusing  the  loan  which  plaintiflE  was  ready  to  make, 
was  liable  to  plaintiff  for  such  expenses.  Title  Ouaranty  &  Trust 
Co.  V.  Carroll,  129  N.  Y.  Sup.  919,  145  App.  Div.  926. 

Where  defendants,  acting  as  real  estate  brokers  at  the  time 
they  executed  an  option  authorizing  plaintiff's  agent  to  purchase 
a  large  tract  of  land,  acknowledged  that  they  had  no  authority  to 
sell  a  portion  of  the  land  contained  in  the  contract,  they  were 
guilty  of  legal  bad  faith  within  Code,  Art.  1934,  providing  that 
where  the  object  of  a  contract  is  anything  but  the  payment  of 
money,  the  damages  due  shall  be  the  amount  of  the  creditor's 
loss  of  the  profits  of  which  he  has  been  deprived,  and  in  case  the 
execution  of  the  contract  has  proceeded  from  fraud  or  bad  faith, 
the  debtor  shall  be  liable,  not  only  for  such  damages  as  were  or 
might  have  been  foreseen  at  the  time  of  making  the  contract,  but 
also  to  such  as  are  the  immediate  and  direct  consequence  of  the 
breach  of  contract,  so  that  plaintiffs,  having  been  compelled  to 
purchase  such  part  of  the  land  from  the  owner  at  a  higher  price 
than  that  specified  in  the  option,  were  not  limited  to  the  recov- 
ery of  the  difference  between  the  option  price  and  what  they  were 
compelled  to  pay.  Tulane  Ed,  F.  Admin,  v.  Baccich  &  De 
Montluzin,  56  S.  371,  129  La.  469. 

Where  an  agent,  with  authority  to  do  so,  executes  a  contract  to 
sell  land  in  the  na^le  of  his  principal,  and  the  principal  agrees  to 
complete  the  sale  "as  soon  as  my  wife  is  able  to  sign,"  and  then 
refuses  to  complete  the  transfer,  the  purchaser  can  recover  the 
resulting  damages  therefrom.  Whitehotise  v.  Oerdis,  145  N.  W. 
338,  95  Neb.  228. 

Real  estate  agent  employed  to  exchange  land  for  other  prop- 
erty, who  falsely  represented  that  other  property  listed  with  him 
was  worth  $1,500,  and  thereby  induced  an  exchange,  was  liable 
to  principal  in  damages.  Suderman  v.  Koch,  168  P.  906,  101 
Kan.  708. 

Under  agreement  between  defendant  and  third  party  providing 
for  an  exchange  of  deeds  to  realty,  and  an  agreement  by  defendant 
to  pay  plaintiff's  commissions  on  day  set  for  delivery,  the  com- 


266  AMEBICAK  LAW  SEAL  ESTATE  AGBNOY. 

mission  was  earned  where  defendant  sued  third  party  for  breach 
of  contract  negotiated  by  broker  and  recovered  damages.  Haber 
Y.  Goldberg,  105  A.  874,  —  N.  J.  Ct.  of  Err.  and  App.  — . 

A  purchaser  is  not  entitled  to  damages  against  a  broker  for 
misrepresentation  of  a  tract  of  land  received  in  exchange,  where 
purchaser  relied  upon  her  own  investigation  and  not  on  the  bro- 
ker's representations.  Myers  v.  Unebarger,  222  S.  W.  720,  — 
Ark.  Sup.  — . 

See.  SCO.    Meamire  of  damages. 

A  real  estate  agent  who  undertakes  to  sell  the  realty  of  his 
principal  without  legal  authority  to  bind  such  principal,  does 
not  render  him  responsible  for  any  defect  in  the  title  of  the 
principal.  In  the  absence  of  evidence  of  other  damages  the 
measure  of  the  agent's  liability  to  the  purchaser  in  such  case 
is  the  excess  of  the  market  value  of  the  principal's  title,  whether 
good  or  bad,  over  the  contract  price.  Oestring  v.  Fisher,  46 
Mo.  App.  603. 

In  an  action  against  an  agent  for  fraudulent  representations 
as  to  the  location  of  real  estate  sold  by  him  to  plaintiff,  after  a 
disaffirmance  of  the  contract,  the  measure  of  damages  is  the 
actual  loss  sustained,  and  not  the  difference  between  the  actual 
value  of  the  property  conveyed  and  the  price.  Roberts  v.  HoU 
liday,  10  S.  D.  576,  74  N.  W.  1034;  Duncan  v.  Holder  (N.  M. 
'10),  107  P.  685. 

A  contract  authorized  the  plaintiffs  to  sell  a  tract  of  land  of 
seven  thousand  acres,  and  provided  that  the  tract  should  be  sub- 
divided, and  an  asking  price  agreed  on  for  the  smaller  tracts; 
plaintiffs  were  to  have  five  per  cent,  for  lands  sold  at  the 
minimum  price,  and  one-half  of  the  excess  for  those  sold  above 
that  price,  but  no  commissions  on  the  value  of  the  improve- 
ments ;  plaintiff  sold  and  defendant  conveyed  to  the  purchasers 
large  quantities  of  the  land,  but  he  revoked  the  contract  before 
all  the  land  had  been  surveyed  or  the  time  expired.  Held,  that 
it  was  not  contemplated  that  the  land  should  all  be  surveyed 
and  subdivided  before  sales  were  made,  and  the  fact  that  it 
had  not  all  been  surveyed  did  not  authorize  revoking  the  con- 
tract; it  appearing  that  plaintiff  would  probably  have  sold  all 
the  lands  within  the  time  limited,  their  damages  should  be  eom« 
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pnted  at  one-half  the  difbrence  between  what  the  lands  would 
have  brought  at  the  average  price  of  that  already  sold  and  the 
TniniTimTTi  price,  excluding  the  two  hundred  acres  with  the  im- 
provementSy  and  deducting  the  probable  expense  of  selling  and 
the  amount  already  paid  by  defendant.  McLane  y.  Maurier,  28 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  75,  66  S.  W.  693,  1108. 

In  order  to  entitle  the  prospective  purchaser  of  a  lot  to  dam- 
ages from  an  agent  for  his  breach  of  his  contract  of  agency  to 
purchase  the  lot,  the  damages  must  be  such  as  are  the  probable 
and  natural  result  of  the  breach,  and  where  the  defendant  was 
to  purchase  the  lot  for  plaintiff  at  not  to  exceed  a  certain  price, 
and  purchased  it  at  a  less  price,  and  took  the  title  in  his  own 
name  and  refused  to  transfer  it  to  plaintiff,  whose  purpose  in 
buying  the  lot  was  to  erect  a  sanitarium  thereon,  plaintiff  can 
not  recover  as  damages  the  difference  in  the  price  of  material 
and  labor  between  the  date  of  the  contract  and  the  time  of 
the  suit,  time  being  not  of  the  essence  of  the  contract,  and 
plaintiff  having  at  the  time  no  contract  for  the  building  at  a 
fixed  price,  and  there  being  no  allegation  or  proof  that  defend- 
ant knew  that  the  price  of  labor  and  material  was  going  up, 
or  that  plaintiff  was  bound  by  a  contract  to  build,  which  he  was 
to  perform  within  a  certain  time,  those  damages  are,  under  the 
circumstances,  too  remote  and  speculative  to  be  attributed  to 
defendant's  breach  of  the  contract.  Harrison  v.  Craven,  188 
Mo.  590,  87  S.  W.  962. 

In  an  action  for  damages  for  the  revocation  of  authority  to 
sell  land,  nothing  more  than  nominal  damages  can  be  recovered, 
when  the  agent  fails  to  show  that  he  could  have  made  a  sale 
on  the  principal's  terms.  Milligan  v.  Owens,  123  Iowa  285,  98 
N.  W.  792. 

In  the  case  of  a  breach  by  a  vendor  of  his  contract  to  con- 
vey, the  measure  of  plaintiff's  damages  is  the  amount  which  he 
would  have  received  as  compensation  had  defendant  complied 
with  his  contract.  Atkinson  v.  Peck,  114  N.  C.  597,  19  S.  £. 
628;  Young  v.  Metcalf  Land  Co.  (N.  D.  Sup.  '09), .122  N.  W. 

1101;  Harris  v.  Van  Vranken,  165  N.  W.  66,  32  N.  D.  238; 
Sioariz  v.  Park,  169  S.  W.  338,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ;  Justy  v. 
Erro,  117  P.  676,  16  Cal.  App.  619;  Goldman  y.  Weisman,  143 
N.  W.  963,  123  Minn.  370;  Van  Patten  v.  Taber,  130  N.  Y.  Sup. 
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1065,  71  Misc.  Bep.  610 ;  Park  v.  SwaHz,  222  S.  W.  156,  —  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  — .  Where  an  agent  in  completing  a  contract  for  his 
principle  for  the  sale  of  her  real  estate,  secures  the  agreed  com- 
pensation, with  the  exception  of  taking  a  different  security  for 
the  deferred  payment  amounting  to  $730  and  interest,  the  measure 
of  damages  resulting  to  the  principal  from  the  act  of  the  agent 
is  the  difference  in  value  between  the  security  contracted  for  and 
that  recovered,  not  exceeding  $730.  Lunn  v.  Ouihrie,  88  N.  W. 
1060,  115  Iowa,  501;  Hindrick  v.  Brady  (S.  D.  Sup.  '09),  121 
N.  W.  777. 

For  the  breach  of  a  contract  to  pay  a  real  estate  agent  a  speci- 
fied sum  as  commissions  for  finding  a  purchaser,  the  measure  of 
damages  is  the  commission  agreed  to  be  paid.  Tuffree  v.  Bind" 
ford,  130  Iowa,  532,  107  N.  W.  425 ;  Davis  v.  Roseberry,  148  P. 
629,  95  Kan.  411.  Where  a  broker  employed  to  sell  land  was  to 
receive  as  his  compensation  anything  that  he  could  obtain  for  the 
land  above  a  specified  sum,  in  an  action  against  the  landowner 
for  failure  to  perform  the  contract  with  the  purchaser  produced 
by  plaintiff,  the  measure  of  damages  was  the  amount  of  the  com- 
missions earned  and  lost.  Young  v.  Ruhwedel,  119  Mo.  App. 
231,  96  S.  W.  228;  Canfield  v.  Orange,  13  K  D.  622,  102  K  W. 
313 ;  Jones  v.  Hedstrom,  131  P.  145,  89  Kan.  294.  The  measure 
of  damages  for  the  breach  of  a  contract  employing  a  broker  to 
sell  land  is  either  the  compensation  fixed  by  the  contract,  or  a 
reasonable  compensation  for  his  services.  Dal  v.  Fisher  (S.  D. 
Supreme  *06),  107  N.  W.  534;  Hancock  v.  Stacey  (Tex.  Sup. 
'10),  125  S.  W.  884;  Johnson  v.  Buchanan  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  *09), 
116  S.  W.  875 ;  Oa.  Iron  £  Steel  Co.  v.  Rogers,  Brown  Jk  Co.,  77 
S.  E.  213,  12  Ga.  App.  429;  B.  A.  Strout  Farm  Agency  v.  De 
Forrest,  183  K  Y.  Sup.  119. 

The  expenses  incurred  by  the  broker  in  advertising  and  sell- 
ing a  client's  land  are  not  elements  of  damages,  in  an  action 
to  recover  commissions  alleged  to  have  been  lost  by  his  client's 
refusal  to  convey  to  the  purchaser  whom  the  broker  had  ob- 
tained, and  hence  the  admission  of  evidence  of  such  expenses  is 
prejudicial  error.  Burnet  v.  EcUing,  19  Tex.  Civ.  App.  711, 
48  S.  W.  775.  In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  for  com- 
missions, it  was  error  to  tell  the  jury,  in  answer  to  questions 
by  their  foreman,  that  they  were  not  bound  by  any  rule  in 
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£zmg  damages,  as  the  conrt  should  have  charged  them  that  the 
rule  was  the  customary  commissions  in  such  cases,  or  if  the 
evidence  was  insufficient  on  that  ground,  what  would  be  a  fair 
compensation.  Hartman  v.  Warner,  75  Conn.  197,  52  A.  719. 
Defendant  prior  to  his  purchase  of  certain  land  contracted  to 
pay  plaintiff,  who  negotiated  the  purchase,  one-third  of  the 
profits  to  be  derived  from  a  subsequent  sale  thereof,  no  time 
for  the  sale  was  fixed,  and  defendant  having:  died  without 
mafcing  a  sale,  his  personal  representative  repudiated  the  plain- 
tiff's  interest  and  refused  to  sell,  though  the  property  had 
largely  increased  in  value.  Held,  that  decedent  under  the  con- 
tract was  required  to  make  a  sale  within  a  reasonable  time,  and 
after  repudiation  of  plaintiff's  rights,  he  was  entitled  to  recover 
one-third  of  the  value  of  the  land  in  cash,  after  deducting  the 
purchase  price,  taxes  and  interest.  Kaufman  v.  Bailie,  46 
Wash.  248,  89  P.  548. 

Where  a  broker  employed  by  the  owners  of  land  to  effect  a 
Bale  thereof,  pretending  to  act  for  the  principal,  made  a  con- 
tract to  sell  the  land  to  plaintiff's  assignor,  which  was  not  bind- 
ing on  the  owners,  and  plaintiff's  assignor  paid  $200  on  the 
contract,  plaintiff  can  recover,  in  an  action  for  damages  on  the 
broker's  warranty  of  authority  as  agent  to  sell.  Bawland  v. 
EaU,  106  N.  Y.  S.  55,  121  App.  Div.  459. 

Where,  in  an  action  for  a  division  of  a  broker's  conmiissions 
defendant  agreed  to  pay  plaintiff  one-half  of  the  conmiissions 
earned  on  the  sale,  and  defendant  admitted  receiving  $287.50, 
it  was  proper  for  the  court  to  assess  the  plaintiff's  damages  at 
one-half  of  such  sum.  McCleary  v.  Willis,  35  Wash.  676,  77 
P.  1073 ;  Jonston  v.  PoHer,  131  P.  69,  21  Cal.  App.  97. 

In  a  broker's  action  to  recover  division  of  commissions,  held, 
only  entitled  to  recover  such  a  proportion  of  the  entire  commis- 
sion as  the  amoxmt  of  land  he  was  empowered  to  exchange  bore 
to  the  whole  property  required  by  his  client  to  make  the  exchange. 
Vich  V.  Foote,  136  N.  W.  910,  155  Iowa,  664. 

Where,  in  an  action  by  a  broker  for  his  share  of  the  profits 
derived  from  a  sale  procured  by  him  of  a  mine  under  an  agree- 
ment to  divide  ''in  such  proportion  as  would  be  just  and  right;" 
the  evidence  was  in  irreconcilable  conflict  as  to  the  customary 
division,  many  witnesses  testifying  that  the  usual  division  was 
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fifty  per  oent.^  while  others  testified  that  the  customary  division 
varied  from  two  and  one-half  to  ten  per  cent,  of  the  net  profits, 
a  decree  allowing  ten  per  cent,  was  proper.  Law  t.  Seeley,  37 
Wash.  166,  79  P.  606. 

Where  a  broker  was  employed  to  sell  certain  land  for  $75,00Q| 
at  a  commission  of  $2,000,  and  after  he  had  interested  a  pur- 
chaser his  authority  was  revoked  and  the  land  was  sold  by  his 
employer  for  $65,000,  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  only  his 
contract  commissions,  with  interest  thereon,  and  not  the  custom- 
ary commissions  or  reasonable  value  of  his  services.  McOovern 
V.  Bennett,  146  Mich.  558,  109  N.  W.  1055,  13  D.  L.  N.  863; 
Finch  V.  Pierce,  103  N.  Y.  S.  765,  53  Misc.  554. 

iWhere  a  real  estate  agent  delivered  a  contract  for  the  ex- 
change of  property  to  the  other  party,  in  violation  of  his  prin- 
cipal's  instructions,  the  damage  sustained  by  the  principal  in 
consequence  of  his  refusal  to  perform  the  contract,  and  the 
expense  of  defending  a  suit  by  the  other  party's  assignee  for 
breach  of  the  contract,  and  of  a  suit  by  the  agent  for  commis- 
sions, are  proper  elements  of  recovery.  Hawes  v.  Burkholz,  114 
N.  Y.  S.  765. 

Where  a  principal  makes  sales  of  land  within  the  time  for 
which  he  had  listed  it  with  a  broker,  the  measure  of  the  broker's 
recovery  is  the  profit  he  would  have  realized  if  he  had  been 
permitted  to  perform.  BlumentheU  v.  Bridges  (Ark.  Sup.  '09 ), 
120  S.  W.  974.  Contra,  MiUigan  v.  Owens,  123  Iowa,  285,  98 
N.  W.  792.    Sec  368. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  compensation  for  procuring  a 
purchaser  before  his  authority  to  sell  was  wrongfully  revoked, 
where  the  jury,  on  sufficient  evidence,  awarded  the  same  amount 
that  the  parties  had  agreed  on  in  case  of  sale,  it  is  immaterial 
whether  the  contract  price  or  the  value  of  the  services  ren- 
dered should  have  been  applied  in  ascertaining  the  damages. 
Hancock  v.  Stacy  (Tex.  Sup.  '10),  125  S.  W.  884. 

Where  a  broker  sued  on  his  contract  for  commissions,  his  dam- 
ages were  limited  to  those  he  sustained  by  breach  of  the  con- 
tract, and  he  was  not  entitled  to  any  part  of  the  profits  made 
by  defendants  on  a  subsequent  sale  of  the  land.  Montgomery 
V.  Amsler  (Tex.  C.  A.  '09),  122  S.  W.  307. 


PRINCIPAL  AND  AGBNT.  271 

Criterion  of  the  financial  ability  of  a  purchaser  procured  by 
brokers  to  meet  the  purchasing  is  not  his  ability  to  procure  the 
money  to  pay  for  the  land,  but  to  respond  in  damages  for  breach 
of  hia  contract  to  purchase.  Ooldsberry  v.  Eades,  142  S.  W.  1080, 
161  Mo.  App.  8. 

Where,  through  the  owner's  fault,  the  sale  is  not  completed,  the 
broker's  commission  is  the  value  of  his  services,  and  not  the  dif- 
ference between  the  stipulated  price  and  the  price  named  in  the 
contract  with  the  purchaser.  Sperry  Realty  Co.  v.  Merriam 
Realty  Co.,  150  K  W.  785,  128  Minn.  217. 

If  defendant  refuses  to  settle  with  plaintiff  on  commission 
notes  for  mortgage  loan  procured  by  plaintiff  according  to  a  con- 
tract between  them,  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  the  value  of 
the  notes  which,  prima  facie,  woiQd  be  their  face  value.  Wade  v. 
Douglass,  143  S.  W.  830,  161  Mo.  App.  348. 

Where  defendant  placed  his  property  in  the  hands  of  plaintiff 
to  find  a  lessee  for  the  same,  and  plaintiff  introduced  parties  to 
defendant  to  whom  he  subsequently  leased  his  property  on  satis- 
factory terms,  plaintiff  would  be  entitled  to  the  value  of  her  ser- 
vices at  the  usual  rate  charged  by  brokers,  irrespective  of  any 
special  agreement  as  to  the  amount  of  her  compensation.  Kohen 
V.  Kieley,  129  K  Y.  Sup.  353. 

A  broker  who  secures  a  tenant  for  a  term,  with  an  option  to 
renew  at  the  end  of  the  term,  is  entitled  to  commission  only  on 
the  rents  for  the  original  term.  AlltDin  v.  Earth,  146  N.  Y.  Sup. 
960,  161  App.  Div.  568. 

The  commission  on  an  exchange  of  real  property  should  be 
based  on  the  actual  and  not  the  trade  value  of  the  property. 
Cook  V.  Gordon,  137  P.  782,  68  Or.  657. 

Where  a  broker  effects  a  sale  of  property  for  sum  named,  he 
is  entitled  to  his  commission  on  such  sum,  irrespective  of  the 
fact  that  there  was  a  mortgage  upon  the  property.  Peters  v. 
Holmes,  45  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  278. 

A  real  estate  broker  employed  to  sell  land  and  house  for  a 
fixed  term  is  not  entitled,  on  a  breach  of  the  contract,  to  recover 
commission  on  improvements  placed  upon  the  land  sold  by  the 
owner,  that  not  being  within  the  contemplation  of  the  parties 
when  the  contract  was  made.  Hagan  v.  Nashville  Trust  Co.,  136 
S.  W.  993,  124  Tenn.  93. 
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Where  a  landowner  authorized  a  broker  to  sell  the  land  for  $4 
per  acre  net  to  such  owner,  and  the  owner,  with  knowledge  of 
the  fact,  sold  the  land  to  broker's  customer  for  $4^  the  broker 
could  only  recover  the  reasonable  value  of  his  services  in  the 
transaction.  Eaile  v.  Keller,  163  S.  W.  373,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

A  broker  who  offers  to  a  prospective  purchaser  a  plat  of  lands 
he  had  for  sale,  at  the  same  time  making  an  agreement  for  a 
commission  to  be  paid  him  on  a  sale;  held,  limited  to  a  commis- 
sion on  the  land  shown  on  the  plat.  Cleveland-Cliffs  Iron  Co.  v. 
Oamhle,  201  P.  329,  119  C.  C.  A.  567. 

Where  a  broker,  who  was  to  receive  all  over  an  agreed  price 
as  his  commission,  produced  a  purchaser  who  agreed  to  pay  an 
agreed  price,  and  to  pay  for  the  growing  fruit  in  addition,  but 
the  owner  refused  to  carry  out  the  contract,  the  measure  of  bro- 
ker's compensation  was  the  value  of  the  fruit  Sill  v.  Ceschi,  140 
P.  949,  167  Cal.  698. 

Where  brokers  were  given  an  exclusive  agency  to  sell  lands  for 
$20,000  net,  and  entered  into  a  contract  to  sell  the  same  for  $26,- 
000,  and  the  owner  revoked  the  agency,  the  broker  is  entitled  to 
recover  the  damages  sustained,  and  not  the  $6,000  stipulated  in 
the  contract.  Williamson  R.  E.  Co.  v.  Sasser,  103  S.  E.  73,  — 
K  C.  Sup.  — . 

Sec.  301.    Clerks. 

A  contract  whereby  for  a  consideration  moving  from  a  third 
person,  a  clerk  agrees  to  induce  his  employer  to  accept  a  lower 
price  for  property  about  to  be  sold  than  was  first  asked,  can 
not  be  enforced,  in  the  absence  of  a  showing  that  the  em- 
ployer knew  that  his  clerk  was  serving  the  interests  of  the 
purchaser,  such  a  contract  being  against  good  morals.  Summers 
V.  Cary,  74  N.  Y.  S.  980,  69  App.  Div.  428. 

Where  the  clerk  of  a  broker  employed  to  make  a  sale  of  land, 
who  has  access  to  the  correspondence  between  his  principal  and 
the  vendor,  purchases  the  land  himself,  though  the  price  paid 
be  fair,  and  there  is  no  actual  fraud,  he  will  be  compelled  at 
the  suit  of  the  vendor  to  reconvey  such  portion  of  the  land  as 
remains  in  his  hands,  and  to  account  for  the  proceeds  of  what 
he  has  sold.    Gardner  v.  Ogden,  22  N.  Y.  327. 
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Sec.  302.    Oondnct  of  broker. 

In  an  action  to  recover  commissions  for  finding  a  purchaser 
it  appeared  that  the  contract  provided  that  the  terms  of  pay- 
ment should  be  $10,000  within  five  days,  $5,000  additional  on 
promises,  etc.,  that  at  eight  o'clock  in  the  morning  of  the  last 
day  for  making  a  sale,  as  provided  by  the  contract,  plaintiflb 
and  one  B.  met  defendants,  and  B.  offered  himself  as  a  pur- 
chaser and  tendered  a  check  for  $10,000  as  the  first  payment; 
that  the  check  was  declined  by  defendant  as  not  equivalent 
to  money,  whereupon  they  were  informed  that  the  money  would 
be  produced  on  the  opening  of  the  bank;  that  defendants  said 
they  would  allow  until  10  o'clock,  and  plaintiffs  and  B.  endeav- 
ored to  tender  payment  to  defendant,  but  were  eluded  all  day 
by  the  latter,  and  at  10  o'clock  defendant  sold  the  land  to 
another  person;  B.  had  made  no  written  contract  for  the  pur- 
chase of  the  land.  Held,  that  defendants  were  liable.  OviUahan 
v.  Baldwin,  100  Cal.  648,  35  P.  310 ;  Beamer  v.  Shiber,  145  N.  W. 
936,  164  Iowa,  309. 

See.  SQ2a.    Oondnct  of  owner. 

Act  of  Coal  Co.  in  quoting  price  to  another  whereby  a  sale 
was  made  direct,  instead  of  through  brokers  to  whom  the  exclu- 
sive right  to  sen  was  given;  held,  a  breach  of  the  contract,  and 
not  a  mere  revocation  thereof.  Elkhom  Consol.  Coal  Co*  v. 
Eaton,  Rhodes  &  Co.,  173  S.  W.  798,  163  Ky.  306. 

Though  he  had  given  agency  to  sell  to  broker,  owner  had  tKe 
right  to  dispose  of  property  to  a  purchaser  of  his  own  finding 
without  liability  for  commissions.  Whittle  v.  Klipper,  165  N". 
W.  425,  —  Iowa  Sup.  — . 

Where,  after  discontinuing  dealing  with  the  customer  procured 
by  broker,  the  owner  knowingly  deals  with  such  customer,  or 
with  a  third  party  representing  such  customer,  the  element  of 
good  faith  in  the  transaction  is  not  material  as  respects  the  ques- 
tion of  the  liability  of  the  owner  to  plaintiff  for  commissions,  al- 
though the  sale  was  at  a  much  lower  price  than  that  offered  by 
the  customer  through  plaintiffs  as  brokers.  Stone  v.  Kreis,  202 
HI.  App.  43. 
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8dc.  303.    Debt  of  aaofher. 

Plaintiff,  as  broker,  sold  property  of  S.  to  C,  and  defendant 
was  employed  to  draw  a  contract  of  sale,  but  on  finding  that 
S.  had  failed,  defendant  postponed  drawing  the  contract,  and 
later,  though  without  title,  he  contracted  with  C.  to  sell  him  the 
property,  and  received  from  C.  part  of  the  price  which  he 
handed  to  S.,  whereupon  title  was  transferred  to  him,  and  he 
made  a  conveyance  to  C. ;  defendant  at  no  time  had  any  per- 
sonal interest  in  the  property,  and  acted  solely  as  the  agent  of 
C.  for  the  purpose  of  transfer,  and  did  not  employ  plaintiffs, 
nor  agree  to  pay  them  a  commission ;  but  before  the  title  vested 
in  defendant  he  told  one  of  the  plaintiffs  that  ''the  matter 
would  go  through,"  that  he  was  the  owner  of  the  property,  and 
would  make  the  contract  himself,  and  if  plaintiffs  were  anxious 
he  would  then  pay  half  of  the  commissions  in  lieu  of  the  whole 
when  the  contract  was  closed.  Held,  that  the  promise  to  pay 
plaintiff  was  either  a  parol  promise  to  pay  another's  debt,  or 
an  original  promise,  without  consideration,  and  therefore  void. 
Smyihe  v.  Mack,  19  N.  Y.  S.  347,  64  Hun,  639. 
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See.  308a.   When  ooimly  not  ehargMUe  with  a  debt. 

A  claim  for  commissionB  under  a  contract  by  which  a  county 
lists  lands  with  a  broker  for  sale  for  a  commission;  held,  not  a 
debt  within  the  Con.,  Art.  2,  Sec.  7,  forbidding  the  creation  of 
a  debt  unless  provision  is  made  at  the  time  for  its  payment. 
Foard  Co.  v.  Sandifer,  151  S.  W.  623,  105  Tex.  420,  aflE.  judg. 
134  S.  W.  823,  63  Tex.  Civ.  App.  656. 

See.  804.    Diaerefeion. 

A  power  to  sell  ''the  one-half  of  a  lot  of  land,  without 
specifying  which,  or  whether  an  undivided  one-half,  empowers 
the  attorney  to  sell  one-half  in  severalty,  and  to  exercise  his 
own  discretion  as  to  which  half.  Alemany  v.  Daly,  36  Cal.  90. 
Where  the  plaintiff  alleged  an  agreement  whereby  he  was  to 
sell  certain  land  for  enough  cash  to  confirm  the  sale,  meaning 
thereby  enough  to  make  the  land  good  for  the  deferred  pay- 
ment, and  the  balance  to  remain  on  time,  it  is  not  error  to  over- 
rule the  defendant's  objection  that  it  is  not  a  matter  of  law 
how  much  cash  confirms  a  sale,  for  such  a  power  carries  with 
it  some  discretion.  Taylor  v.  Cox  (Tex.  Sup.  1887),  7  S.  W. 
69;  Smith  v.  KeUer,  151  111.  518.  38  N.  E.  250;  Bourke  v.  Van 
Keuren,  20  Colo.  95,  36  P.  882. 

Sec.  306.    Double  UabiUty. 

"Where  a  purchaser  is  produced  and  a  sale  consummated  by 
one  of  two  brokers  who  have  the  property  for  sale,  and  a  com- 
mission paid  him  by  the  owner,  the  fact  that  the  other  broke£ 
has,  by  advertising,  found  a  customer,  and  by  interviews  induced 
him  to  make  the  purchase,  will  not  make  the  owner  liable  to 
him  also.  Daniels  v.  Columbia  Heights  Ld.  Co,,  9  App.  Cas. 
(D.  C.)  483;  Winans  v.  Jacques,  10  Daly  (N.  Y.)  487. 

An  instruction  that  an  employer  of  two  or  more  real  estate 
brokers  may  make  a  sale  to  a  buyer  produced  by  either,  and  is 
not  bound  to  decide  which  is  the  primary  cause  of  the  pur- 
chase, is  properly  refused  when  the  evidence  shows  that  the 
employer  of  two  brokers,  sued  by  one  of  them,  had  full  notice 
that  he  was  the  procuring  cause  of  the  sale.  Eggleston  v. 
Austin,  27  Kan.  245.    The  court  properly  charged  that,  as  there 
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are  different  kinds  of  sales  of  land,  and  such  contract  does 
not  specify  the  kind,  it  is  for  the  jury  to  determine  from  tiie 
evidence  and  the  letters  forming  the  contract,  and  the  attend- 
ing circumstances,  as  to  whether  it  included  only  the  auction 
sales,  or  both  auction  and  private  sales,  for  which  plaintiff  was 
to  receive  a  commission.  Coolican  v.  Mil.  &  8.  8t.  M.  Im.  Co. 
79  Wis.  471,  48  N.  W.  717. 

Defendant,  living  in  New  York,  placed  a  farm  in  the  hands 
of  plaintiff  and  S.,  two  different  real  estate  agents  in  Winnipeg 
for  sale.  Plaintiff  found  a  purchaser  at  $12  per  acre  in  cash, 
and  informed  defendant  by  letter.  Defendant  replied,  accept- 
ing the  offer,  and  asking  plaintiff  to  call  on  S.  and  arrange 
regarding  commissions,  so  as  to  avoid  having  to  pay  more  than 
one  commission.  Plaintiff  did  not  communicate  with  S.,  but 
introduced  his  purchaser  to  defendant's  solicitor  in  Winnipeg. 
This  purchaser  paid  the  solicitor  $500  on  account,  and  was 
ready  and  willing  to  pay  the  balance,  on  receipt  of  the  transfer. 
Meantime  S.  also  made  a  sale  of  the  farm  at  the  same  price. 
This  latter  sale  was  carried  through  by  defendant,  who  paid 
S.  the  usual  commission.  Held,  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled 
to  his  commission,  as  he  had  done  all  that  was  necessary  to 
earn  it.    BeU  v.  Rokeby,  15  Manitoba,  327. 

Broker  employed  to  procure  a  customer  with  whom  the  prin- 
cipal would  enter  into  an  option  contract  on  terms  agreed  on  be- 
tween the  principals  need  not  consummate  the  deal,  and  where 
the  principal  employs  another  broker  therefor,  he  is  liable  for  a 
double  commission.  Leadville  Mining  Co.  v.  Hemphill,  149  P. 
384,  17  Ariz.  146. 

Where  an  owner  placed  his  property  in  the  hands  of  several 
agents  for  sale,  and  agreed  to  pay  the  commission  to  the  first 
making  a  sale,  the  owner  cannot  be  required  to  pay  a  commission 
to  two  agents,  though  one  agent  may  possibly  obtain  benefits  of 
work  of  another.  House  v.  Barley,  147  S.  W.  303,  —  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  — . 

Broker  entitled  to  a  commission  from  one  principal,  although 
known  to  have  been  the  agent  of  the  other  party  to  the  transac- 
tion.   Cudgel  v.  Coole,  142  S.  W.  1014,  146  Ky.  439. 

The  fact  that  defendant  intimates  a  possibility  of  liability  to 
pay  commissions  to  two  brokers  for  the  sale  of  the  same  prop- 
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eriy  is  immatemly  as  such  liability  can  not  be  predicated  on  her 
ignorance  of  the  law.  Myers  v.  BaichMer,  163  N.  T.  Sup.  688^ 
177  App.  Div.  47. 

Where  contracts  were  made  with  two  realiy  brokers,  it  was  in- 
cumbent on  them  to  show  that  both  were  to  receive  commissions 
for  procuring  purchaser  and  effecting  a  sale  of  the  same  prop- 
erty.   Id. 

Where  defendant  agreed  to  pay  plaintiff  a  commission  for  ex- 
changing property,  and  another  party  agreed  to  pay  plaintiff  a 
like  commission,  and  the  minds  of  the  principals  met,  but  de- 
fendant broke  the  contract,  the  broker  could  recover  from  him 
only  the  single  commission  due  from  defendant.  Windman  v. 
Bulkostein,  168  K  Y.  Supp.  67. 

Where,  in  a  broker's  office  where  defendant  listed  a  house  for 
sale,  a  third  party  said,  in  his  presence,  he  could  furnish  a  buyer 
if  the  broker  would  split  commissions,  and  the  house  was  sold, 
such  third  party  was  not  a  partner  of  the  broker,  and  settlement 
with  him  was  not  a  settlement  with  the  broker.  Home  Securities 
Co.  V.  Todd,  165  K  W.  204,  —  Iowa  Sup.  — . 

A  party  to  an  exchange,  recognizing  by  offer  that  broker  is 
acting  for  the  other  party,  is  liable  for  commissions  as  agreed, 
though  the  broker  receives  a  commission  from  the  other  party. 
John  Rets  &  Co.  v.  Post,  170  N.  Y.  Supp.  610,  183  App.  Div.  696. 

If  each  of  two  brokers  performed  his  independent  contract  to 
procure  a  purchaser  ready,  able  and  willing  to  buy  the  property 
at  the  specified  price,  each  will  be  entitled  to  compensation. 
Alton  &  Peters  v.  Merrit,  177  N.  W.  770,  —  Minn.  Sup.  — . 

In  an  action  by  real  estate  brokers  to  recover  a  commission 
promised  by  a  corporate  stockholder  if  they  succeeded  in  selling 
corporate  lands,  where  the  stockholder's  written  offer  referred  to 
the  formation  of  a  syndicate  by  the  brokers,  and  it  was  uncon- 
tradicted that  he  was  informed  the  brokers  would  not  act  unless 
they  also  received  a  commission  from  the  syndicate,  or  corpora- 
tion orgainzed,  recovery  can  not  be  denied  on  the  ground  that  the 
brokers  received  compensation  from  the  corporation  organized. 
Hortman  v.  Selling,  189  P.  887,  —  Or.  Sup.  — . 

Where  an  agent  to  find  a  purchaser  for  realty  reports  an  offer 
on  the  prescribed  terms,  and  owner  says  that  he  is  negotiating  a 
aale  to  another,  but  that  if  it  falls  through  the  agent  can  go 
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ahead  with  hia  deal,  and  within  a  few  days,  and  without  the 
agent's  knowledge,  sells  to  some  prospect  brought  to  him  by  an- 
other agent,  to  whom  he  pays  a  commission,  the  first  agent,  if 
otherwise  the  proximate,  efficient  canse  of  the  sale,  may  recover 
his  commission,  though  he  did  not  introduce  his  customer  to  the 
owner.    Oshum  v.  Moore,  198  P.  892,  —  Kan.  Sup.  — . 

Sec.  306.    Double  capaci^. 

The  law  will  not  permit  a  man  to  act  in  the  doable  capacity 
of  principal  and  agent.  Dwight  v.  Blackmar,  2  Mich.  330. 
Where  the  owner  of  land  agreed  to  sell  it  to  real  estate  brokers, 
who  at  first  stated  that  they  were  acting  for  themselves,  bat 
afterwards,  before  the  contract  was  made,  stated  that  fhey  were 
acting  as  brokers,  and  the  contract  was  made  to  a  third  person, 
proof  of  their  employment  before  the  making  of  the  contract 
was  not  essential  to  their  right  to  commissions.  Shapiro  v. 
Shapiro,  103  N.  T.  S.  305,  117  App.  Div.  817. 

That  a  broker  contracted  to  secure  a  loan  and  perform  other 
services  for  an  agreed  commission,  advances  money  on  the  loan 
secured  by  a  mortgage  taken  in  the  name  of  another  as  mortga- 
gee,  intending  to  sell  the  mortgage,  did  not  constitute  him  a 
dual  agent  so  as  to  forfeit  his  commission.  In  re  Williams,  2SS 
F.  924. 

Sec.  307.    Contract  in  excess  of  authority  verted  in  agent 

Where  defendant  authorized  his  agent  to  sell  his  farm  for 
a  certain  sum,  the  first  payment  to  be  made  on  February  Ist, 
a  contract  requiring  the  first  payment  to  be  made  on  March  Ist, 
and  obligating  defendant  to  furnish  an  abstract  of  title,  to 
pay  taxes,  payable  after  the  purchaser  was  to  take  possession, 
and  to  credit  on  the  price  any  insurance  he  might  receive  in 
consequence  of  the  building  on  the  land  burning,  was  in  excess 
of  the  agent's  authority,  and  not  binding  on  defendant.  Strong 
V.  Boss,  33  Ind.  App.  586,  71  N.  E.  819 ;  Staten  v.  Hammer,  121 
Iowa  499 ;  96  N.  W.  964 ;  Fleming  v.  Burke,  122  Iowa,  433,  98 
N.  W.  288;  Planer  v.  Equitable  L.  A.  Soc.  (N.  J.  Ch.  '97),  37 
A.  668;  John  Ound  Breunng  Co.  v.  Tourtelott  (Minn.  Sup.  '09), 
121  N.  W.  417;  Larson  v.  Newman  (N.  D.  Sup.  '09),  121  N.  W. 
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202 ;  Turner  v.  Baker,  226  Pa.  259,  74  A.  172 ;  Deming  Inv.  Co. 
▼.  CooKdge  (Colo.  Sup.  '09),  104  P.  392;  Rand  v.  Conkrite,  64 
m.  App.  208 ;  Saitler  v.  Oliver,  138  HI.  App.  200,  affinned  233  111. 
536,  84  K  E.  662 ;  Wynkoop  v.  Shoemaker,  87  App.  D.  C.  258 ; 
Van  Winkler  v.  Harris,  72  S.  E.  424,  137  Ga.  43;  Merriti  v. 
Hfimmer,  133  P.  816,  21  Colo.  App.  568;  Nelson  v.  W.  U.  Tel 
Co.,  143  K  W.  833, 162  Iowa,  60 ;  Harrington  v.  Dodge,  103  N.  B, 
919,  216  Mass.  461.  See  Sees.  310,  324,  330,  337,  337b,  339,  340, 
342,  343,  354,  365,  363,  364,  372,  373,  381,  386,  427,  647,  648, 
549,  597,  1041. 

See.  807a.    Oontraet  of  tooker  varyfaiflf  from  Instnietioiui  wfll 
not  bo  onf oreed 

Where  a  broker  to  sell  has  power  to  sign  a  contract,  if  the 
contract  signed  by  him  varies  from  his  instructions,  the  principal 
will  not  be  boimd  by  it,  and  it  will  not  be  specifically  enforced 
against  the  latter.  Morris  v.  Ruddy,  20  N.  J.  Eq.  236 ;  Spengler 
▼.  Sonnenlerg,  88  0.  S.  192.    See  also  reference  nnder  Sec.  807. 

■ec.  S07b.    An  agont  who  makes  a  oontraet  eithor  without 
anthority  or  in  esoeag  of  authority  given,  binds  himsdf . 

An  agent  who  makes  a  contract  either  without  authority  or 
or  in  excess  of  authority,  binds  himself.  Moore  v.  Wilson,  26 
Poster  (N.  H.)  332;  Meech  v.  Smith,  7  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  315; 
Roberts  v.  Button,  14  Ver.  195;  Royce  v.  Allen,  28  Ver.  234; 
Bank  of  Hamburg  v.  Way,  4  Strobh.  (S.  C.)  87;  Layny  v. 
Stewart,  1  W.  &  S.  (Pa.)  222;  Feeter  v.  Heath,  11  Wend.  (N. 
Y.)  478;  Heath  v.  Hofhines,  152  S.  W.  176,  —Tex.  Civ.  App.— . 


SOTc.    Broker  not  entitled  to  commissions  where  lots  were 
sold  out  of  the  order  provided  for. 

Persons  employed  to  sell  certain  lots  of  land  at  prices  named 
in  a  written  contract  of  employment,  the  lots  to  be  sold  only 
in  the  order  enumerated  in  the  contract,  were  not  entitled  to 
commissions  for  procuring  a  purchaser  of  lots  not  in  their 
order,  though  the  owner's  refusal  wa9  not  based  on  that  ground. 
Steams  v.  Jennings,  128  Wis.  379,  107  N.  W.  327.  See  also 
Sees.  340,  840. 
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Sec.  308.    EzoneratioiL 

A  broker,  through  negligence,  loaned  on  second  mortgage 
some  money  which,  for  compensation,  he  had  undertaken  to 
loan  on  first  mortgage  security,  but  before  the  loan  became  due 
the  lender,  with  other  creditors  of  the  borrower,  signed  a  com- 
position releasing  him  f i^m  personal  liability  beyond  the  lien 
of  the  mortgage.  Held,  that  this  released  the  broker  from  his 
contingent  liability  to  the  lender.    Nicolai  v.  Lyon,  8  Ore.  56. 

Sec.  309.    Expenses. 

A  real  estate  agent  who  is  merely  promised  a  commission  for 
making  a  sale,  is  not  also  entitled  to  recover  for  expenses  in- 
curred in  procuring  a  purchaser.  Beynolds-McOuinness  Co.  v. 
Qreen,  78  Vt.  28,  61  A.  556.    See  also  Sees.  561,  543. 

Where  a  real  estate  broker  fraudulently  induced  his  prin- 
cipal to  trade  property  on  a  valuation  of  $4,400,  and  sold  it  for 
$5,750,  in  an  action  by  the  principal  against  the  broker  for  the 
difference,  the  latter  could  not  recoup  the  amount  of  expenses 
incurred  in  making  the  sale,  nor  a  portion  of  the  profit  paid 
to  one  who  was  associated  with  him  in  the  fraud.  Van  Baulte 
V.  Epstein,  202  Mo.  173,  99  S.  W.  1077. 

A  real  estate  agent,  having  property  of  others  for  sale^  who 
requests  a  prospective  buyer  to  go  with  him  to  see  the  prop- 
erty, can  not  charge  the  latter  for  his  services  and  expenses  in 
making  such  trip.  Hale  v.  Knapp,  134  Mich.  622,  96  N.  W. 
1060. 

Where  plaintiff  was  to  have  the  proceeds  of  sale  after  pay- 
ment of  the  debts  and  the  agreed  broker's  commissions,  charges 
for  traveling  expenses  and  a  sub-agent's  fees  in  making  the  sale 
would  be  included  in  the  commission.  Lyttte  v.  Oddberg,  131 
Wis.  613,  111  N.  W.  718. 

A  broker  who  has  not  written  authority  from  the  owner  of 
realty  to  find  a  purchaser,  as  required  by  laws  of  1915  (Gomp. 
Laws,  Sec.  6012),  can  not  recover  expenses  incurred  in  connection 
with  the  sale,  in  the  absence  of  a  contract  therefor.  Weaih^rhead 
V.  Cooney,  180  P.  760,  —  Idaho  Sup.  — . 

See.  810.    EmploTment  of  engineer. 

It  is  not  within  the  scope  of  the  authority  of  persons  em* 
ployed  to  collect  the  rents  of  a  building  to  employ  an  en^eer 
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to  take  diarge  of  the  engine  tbeTein;  a  general  agent  having 
charge  of  this  matter,  and  of  the  bnilding  generally,  can  not 
delegate  his  authority  to  others.  Crosier  ▼.  Iteins,  4  ID.  App. 
564.    See  references  under  Sec.  307. 

Sec.  Sll.   ndudaiy  relatioxu. 

One  who  undertakes  to  collect  rents  and  exercise  control  over 
property  occupies  a  fiduciary  relation  which  forbids  placing 
himaelf  in  antagonism  to  his  principal  with  respect  to  such 
property.     Orundey  v.  Wcftfe,  44  Mo.  444. 

In  ejectment  defendant  claimed  an  equitable  title;  plaintiff's 
testator  A.,  formerly  owned  the  land  and  placed  it  with  F.  to 
sell,  who  entrusted  it,  with  A.'s  consent,  to  defendant;  in  a 
short  time  defendant  wrote  to  F.  that  he  had  an  offer,  and 
enclosed  a  deed  for  A.  to  sign,  with  the  name  of  the  grantee 
omitted;  on  return  of  the  deed  signed  and  acknowledged,  de- 
fendant inserted  his  own  name  as  grantee  and  forwarded  a 
check  to  F.  for  the  price,  who  cashed  the  check  and  credited 
A.'s  account;  the  deed  was  void  because  of  the  failure  to  insert 
the  grantee's  name  before  delivery.  Held,  that  on  account  of 
the  defendant's  fiduciary  relations  to  A.  he  took  no  equitable 
title.  Burke  v.  Bours,  92  Cal.  108,  67  Cal.  447,  28  P.  57,  8 
P.  49. 

The  relations  between  an  agent  for  the  sale  of  land  and  his 
principal  are  of  a  fiduciary  nature,  and  the  agent's  acts  in  the 
eouiBC  of  his  employment  are  governed  by  the  same  rules  as 
those  of  a  trustee.   Butler  y.  Agnew  (Cal.  App.  '08),  99  P.  395. 

With  respect  to  services  to  be  rendered  by  a  real  estate  agent 
einployed  to  negotiate  a  sale  of  land,  a  relation  of  confidence  ex- 
ists between  the  agent  and  the  owner.  Ware  v.  Ware  &  Harper, 
92  S.  B.  961,  —  Ga.  App.  — . 

The  owner  of  certain  mineral  land  authorized  plaintiffs  to 
sell  the  same  for  $2,000,  they  to  receive  for  their  services  all 
over  that  amount  they  obtained.  P.  contracted  with  the  plain- 
tiflfe  to  make  the  sale  and  receive  half  of  the  profits.  P.  there- 
after formed  a  corporation  to  buy  the  land,  representing  that 
the  price  to  be  paid  the  owner  was  $5,000,  and  that  he  was  to 
receive  ten  per  cent,  thereof  for  making  a  sale.     A  sale  was 
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made^  $3^000  being  paid  in  cash^  of  which  plaintiffs  leooveied 
$500,  and  a  note  for  $2,000  being  given  by  the  corporation  to  the 
owner  of  the  land  for  the  balance.  Held,  that^F.  sustained  a 
fiduciary  relation  to  the  corporation,  and  it  was  entitled  to  the 
land  for  the  price  actually  paid  to  the  owner,  and  hence  plaintiffs 
were  not  entitled  to  recover  any  part  of  the  amount  agreed  to  be 
paid  by  the  note,  Tagarden  Bros.  v.  Big  Star  Zink  Co.,  71  Ark. 
277,  72  S.  W.  989. 

A  contract  to  pay  a  broker  a  commission;  held,  not  to  be  voided 
by  his  fiduciary  relations  to  his  client,  where  inducing  represen- 
tations were  not  false  op  misleading.  Lundeen  v.  Ottis,  128  P. 
336,  164  Cal.  183. 

A  broker  occupies  a  quasi  fiduciary  relation  to  his'  employer, 
and  must  act  in  good  faith  and  disclose  material  matters.  Cop- 
page  v.  Hoiffard,  96  A.  642,  127  Md.  512. 

See.  312.    Failure  of  broker  to  report  offer. 

Where  a  broker  who  received  a  proposition  to  sell  defendant's 
land  did  not  accept  it  until  after  the  expiration  of  the  time 
designated  in  the  offer  for  its  acceptance,  he  is  not  entitled  to 
commissions  on  the  making  of  the  sale.  Short  v.  Willing,  1 
Weekly  Notes  of  Cas.  (Pa.),  460;  Drew  v.  Cone,  91  S.  B.  1068, 
10  Ga.  App.  704.    See  also  Sees.  236,  431,  471. 

Sec.  813.    False  representations. 

Where  defendant  authorized  plaintiff  to  sell  real  estate, 
agreeing  to  pay  a  commission,  and  in  a  printed  form  above  the 
authorization  set  out  particulars  of  the  property,  the  selling 
price  as  $52,000  and  the  annual  rental  as  $5,325,  and  plaintiff 
procured  a  purchaser  ready,  able  and  willing  to  buy  on  de- 
fendant's terms,  the  price  being  reduced  to  $49,500,  and  the 
customer  was  accepted,  and  the  sale  fell  through  only  because 
defendant  had  misrepresented  the  amount  of  annual  rental, 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  commissions.  Ooodman  v.  Hess,  107 
N.  Y.  S.  112,  56  Misc.  482.  Contra,  Crockett  v.  Orayson,  98 
Va.  354,  36  S.  E.  447.    Compare  Sec.  183. 

A  real  estate  broker  employed  to  procure  a  purchase  of  prem- 
ises for  $8,000  in  cash  and  assumption  of  two  mortgages,  one 
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having  two  years  to  rtm  and  the  other  payable  in  install- 
inentB  extending  over  a  period  of  seven  years,  procured  a 
purchaser  who  agreed  with  the  owner  for  the  purchase  of 
the  premises  and  to  pay  $7,900  in  cash  and  to  assume  the 
mortgages  as  described;  the  mortgages  matured  a  year  earlier 
than  had  been  represented  by  the  owner;  the  purchaser  in- 
sisted on  a  formal  contract  embodying  the  terms  accordingly, 
and  the  owner  refused  to  execute  such  a  contract;  the  pur- 
chaser was  able  to  complete  the  purchase.  Held,  that  the 
broker  was  entitled  to  his  commissions.  Frank  v.  Connor,  107 
N.  Y.  S.  132.  See  also  Sec.  454. 

Where  a  broker,  knowing  of  the  existence  of  an  incumbrance 
and  contrary  to  his  instructions  executes  an  agreement  for 
a  sale  free  from  incumbrances,  and  deceives  his  principal  as 
to  its  contents,  he  can  not  recover  commissions.  Culp  v.  Pow- 
ell, 68  Mo.  App.  238.    See  also  Sec.  183. 

If  an  agent  effects  a  sale  of  the  land  of  his  principal  by 
false  representations,  or  other  fraud,  without  the  authority 
or  knowledge  of  the  principal,  the  latter  is  chargeable  with 
such  fraud  in  the  same  manner  as  if  he  had  known  or  au- 
thorized it.  Law  V.  Grant,  37  Wis.  548;  Farris  v.  Gilder  (T. 
C.  A.  '09),  116  S.  W.  646;  Stelting  v.  Bank  of  Sparta,  117  N". 
W.  798,  136  Wis.  369 ;  Adams  v.  Barber,  139  S.  W.  489,  157  Mo. 
App.  370;  Aranovitz  v.  Woolard,  152  N.  Y.  Sup.  11,  166  App. 
Div.  366.    See  also  Sees.  99,  314,  316,  316. 

Where  a  contract  for  the  purchase  of  land  accorded  to  the  pur- 
chaser the  right  to  "back  out*^  on  paying  a  forfeiture,  the  vendor 
can  not  recover  damages  from  the  agents  on  account  of  their 
having,  by  false  representations,  induced  the  purchaser  to  forfeit 
the  contract    Heizler  v.  Morrell,  82  Iowa,  662,  48  N.  W.  938. 

Broker  not  entitled  to  commissions  for  misleading  purchaser 
80  that  he  defaulted  in  carrying  out  his  contract.  Carrington  v. 
Graves,  89  A.  237,  121  Md.  667. 

Where  a  real  estate  broker  fraudulently  misrepresents  the 
financial  ability  of  the  purchaser,  and  the  principal  discovers 
that  the  purchaser  is  unable  to  carry  out  the  contract,  rescinds, 
the  broker  is  not  entitled  to  a  commission.  Meyer  y.  Keating 
Loan  &  Mtge.  Co.,  148  N.  W.  462, 126  Minn.  409. 
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Seller  of  property  through  real  estate  agent  could  not  be  bonnd 
by  statements  made  by  agency  as  to  what  disposition  could  be 
made  of  property  after  title  passed  out  of  him  through  agency. 
Columbia  Sav.  BJc  A  Trust  Co.  v.  True,  93  S.  E.  889,  —  S.  C. 
Sup.  — . 

Where  land  was  not  sold  to  procured  purchaser  by  brokers' 
principal,  but  was  sold  to  a  third  party,  and  by  third  party  to 
procured  purchaser,  broker  can  not  recover  commissions  without 
showing  that  broker's  principal,  after  having  sold  land  to  pro- 
posed purchaser,  fraudulently  conveyed  it  to  third  party  as  a 
mere  blind  to  deprive  brokers  of  their  commissions^  Lorion  v. 
True,  216  S.  W.  54,  —  Mo.  App.  — .  A  broker,  unless  given 
more  than  his  ordinary  powers,  viz.,  to  find  a  purchaser  willing 
to  purchase  his  principal's  property  on  terms  and  conditions  fixed 
by  the  principal,  can  not  bind  his  principal  by  statements  to  pur- 
chasers of  meaning  of  words  in  a  contract,  especially  where  there 
is  a  limited  partnership  between  the  broker  and  the  purchasers  in 
the  purchase,  so  that  the  representation  was  by  one  partner  to 
another.    Oile  v.  Tantahawa,  187  P.  323,  —  Wash.  Sup.  — . 


CHAPTER  IV. 

FSAUD. 

BICTION.  SECTION. 

314.  Fraud  of  broker  against  his   318.    Fraud      of      third      persons 

principal.  against  broker. 

315.  Fraud  of  broker  against  third   319.    Fraud  of  principals  inter  ee. 

persons.  320.    Debatable  acts  of  broker  not 

316.  Fraud  of  sub-agent.  constituting  fraud. 

317.  Fraud    of    principal    against   321.    Points  of  practice  in  actions 

broker.  for  fraud. 

Sec.  314    Fraud  of  broker  againrt  his  principal. 

If  a  broker  is  guilty  of  fraud  in  executing  his  agency  his 
right  to  commissions  is  forfeited.  Jeffries  y.  Bobbins,  66  Ean. 
427,  71  P.  852;  Kurinsky  v.  Lynch  (Mass.  Sup.  '09),  87  N.  B. 
70;  Krhut  v.  Phares,  80  Kan.  515,  103  P.  117;  Whaplss  v. 
Fahy,  87  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  518,  84  N.  Y.  S.  793;  De  Armet  v. 
MUner,  20  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  369;  Hall  v.  Oambrill,  92  Fed.  32, 
34  C.  C.  A.  190;  Schleifanbaum  v.  Bundbaken,  81  Conn.  623, 

71  A.  899;  Moore  v.  KelJey,  162  S.  W.  1034,  —  Tex  Civ.  App. 
— ;  Martineau  v.  Hanson,  155  P.  432,  47  Utah,  549;  Dean  v. 
Roberts,  62  S.  44,  182  Ala.  221 ;  Swaney  v.  Bradford,  165  N.  W. 
362,  —  Iowa  Sup.  — ;  Sutherland  v.  Guthrie,  103  S.  E.  298,  — 
W.  Va.  Sup.  — ;  Hallman  v.  Lipscomb,  103  S.  E.  618,  —  S.  C. 
Sup.  — . 

In  one  case  it  was  held  that  a  broker  employed  to  find  8 
buyer  is  guilty  of  fraud  when  he  seeks  to  induce  the  prin- 
cipal to  reduce  the  price.  Hobart  v.  Shelbume,  66  Minn.  171, 
68  N.  W.  841.  Contra,  Gorman  v.  Hayes,  6  Okla.  360,  50  P. 
92.  See  also  Sees.  290,  291,  1046a.  A  broker  may  be  de- 
prived  of  his  right  to  commissions  by  the  fraudulent  conduct 
or  misrepresentations  of  third  persons  in  privity  with  him. 
Thiving  v.  Clifford,  136  Mass.  482.  If  a  broker  conceals  the 
purchaser's  name  and  puts  forward  a  fictitious  purchaser,  it 
constitutes  a  fraud  in  law,  and  deprives  him  of  his  right  to 
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commifisioiiB  for  procuring  a  buyer.    Pratt  v.  Patterson,  12  Phila. 
(Pa.),  460,  112  Pa.  St.  475. 

A  broker  who  acts  secretly  for  both  parties  to  an  exchange, 
purchase,  sale  or  lease  of  property  is  guilty  of  fraud  which 

deprives  him  of  the  right  to  recover  oommissions  from  either 
party.  Tigarder  v.  Big  Stone  Zinc  Co.,  71  Art  277,  72  S.  W. 
789;  Deutsch  v.  Baxter,  9  Colo.  App.  58,  47  P.  405;  Hanesley 
V.  Monroe,  103  Ga.  279,  29  S.  E.  928 ;  Van  Vlisnngen  v.  Bhim, 
92  HI.  App.  145 ;  Hampton  v.  Lackens,  72  IIL  App.  442 ;  Boyd 
V.  DiUingham,  33  IIL  App.  266;  Simonds  v.  Hoover,  35  Ind. 
412;  Blake  v.  Stump,  73  Md.  160,  20  A.  788,  10  L.  E.  A.  103; 
Bice  v.  Wood,  113  Mass.  133;  Walker  v.  Osgood,  98  Mass. 
348;  Famsworth  v.  Hemmer,  1  Allen  (Mass.),  494;  Bosenthal 
V.  Drake,  82  Mo.  App.  358;  Chapman  v.  Currie,  51  Mo.  App. 
40;  Strowbridge  v.  Swan,  43  Neb.  281,  62  N.  W.  199;  Camp- 
bell V.  Baxter,  41  Neb.  729,  60  N.  W.  90;  Robinson  v.  Clock, 
65  N.  Y.  S.  976,  38  App.  Div.  67;  Southack  v.  Lane,  65  N.  Y. 
S.  629,  32  Misc.  141;  Perkins  v.  Brainerd  Quarry  Co.,  32  N. 
Y.  S.  230,  11  Misc.  328;  Piatt  v.  Baldwin,  2  N.  Y.  City  Ct 
281 ;  Capener  v.  Hogan,  40  0.  St.  203 ;  Hann  v.  Bretler,  107 
N.  Y.  S.  78;  Bell  v.  McConnell,  37  0.  St.  396;  ConneU  v. 
Smith,  142  Pa.  St.  25,  21  A.  793,  12  L.  R.  A.  395 ;  Lynch  V, 
Faller,  11  B.  I.  311;  Armstrong  v.  O'Brien,  83  Tex.  635,  19 
S.  W.  268 ;  Shepard  v.  Htl?,  6  Wash.  605,  34  P.  159 ;  Meyer  v. 
BancKett,  89  Wis.  419;  BelKn  v.  Tf«n,  104  K  T.  S.  880;  Coofc 
V.  Schaffrean,  102  N.  E.  716,  216  Mass.  444;  Tracey  v.  Blake, 
118  N.  E.  271,  229  Mass.  57.    Mechem  on  Ag.,  Sees.  37,  88. 

Unless  the  principals  knew  of  the  duplicate  agency  and  eoa- 
sented  thereto  or  acquiesced  therein.  Hanesley  v.  Monroe,  103 
Ga.  279,  29  S.  E.  928;  Boyd  v.  DUlingham,  33  lU.  App.  266; 
Oann  v.  Zetler,  3  Ga.  App.  589,  60  S.  E.  283 ;  Bice  v.  Wood, 
113  Mass  133;  Walker  v.  Osgood,  98  Mass.  348;  Famsuforth 
V.  Hemmer,  1  Allen  (Mass.),  494;  Bedmund  Bros.  v.  Hooks, 
137  Iowa,  228,  114  N.  W.  885;  Bosenthal  v.  Drake,  82  Mo. 
App.  358;  Chapman  v.  Currie,  51  Mo.  App.  40;  Strowbridge 
V.  Swan,  43  Neb.  781,  62  N.  W.  199 ;  Dennison  v.  Oault,  132 
Mo.  App.  301,  111  S.  W.  844;  CampbeU  v.  Baxter,  41  Neb. 
729,  60  N.  W.  90 ;  Lansing  v.  BZw,  33  N.  Y.  S.  310,  86  Hun, 
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206;  BanweU  v,  Auld,  27  K  T.  S.  936,  affirmed  29  N.  T.  S. 
15,  9  Misc.  65;  Bonwell  v.  Howes,  1  N.  Y.  S.  435;  BelUn  v. 
Wein,  104  N.  Y.  S.  360 ;  Piatt  v.  Baldwin,  2  N.  Y.  City  Ct 
281;  WiUner  v.  Scale,  111  N.  Y.  S.  699,  127  A.  D.  180;  Co- 
pener  v.  J7o^an,  40  6.  St  203;  BaB  v.  McCannell,  37  0.  St 
396;  Evans  v.  Bockett,  32  Pa.  Super.  Ct   365;   ConneU  v. 

flfma*,  142  Pa.  St.  25,  21  A.  793,  12  L.  B.  A.  395;  SuUivan 
V.  Tufts  (Mass.  Sup.  '09),  89  N.  E.  239;  Lynch  v.  Fdller,  11 
R.  I.  311;  Meyer  v.  Hanchett,  39  Wis.  419;  SeUvar  v.  Z«ie 
ffarfeor  Ld.  Co.,  91  Minn.  451,  98  N.  W.  344 ;  Lakin  v.  Nordyke, 
66  lowa^  471 ;  Red  Cypress  Lumber  Co.  v.  Perry,  118  Ga.  876, 
45  S.  E.  674;  Berry  v.  Schmidt,  57  N.  W.  172;  Zimmerman  v. 
Oarvey,  81  Conn.  570,  71  A.  780;  Arthur  v.  Porter  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.  W),  116  S.  W.  127;  Grasinger  v.  Lwca«  (S.  D. 
Sup.  '09),  123  N.  W.  77;  Lipscomb  v.  JfcwMn  (Mo.  App.  10), 
125  S.  W.  1177. 

If  a  broker  has  an  individual  interest  in  the  transaction  he 
is  employed  to  negotiate,  and  fails  to  disclose  the  fact  to  the 
principal,  this  constitutes  a  fraud  which  deprives  him  of  the 
right  to  compensation  for  his  services.  Collins  v.  McClurg, 
1  Colo.  App.  348,  29  P.  299 ;  Jeffries  v.  Bobbins,  66  Kan.  427, 
71  P.  852;  Buck  v.  Hozeboom  (Neb.  Sup.  '02),  90  N.  W. 
635;  Byan  v.  Kahler  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '98),  46  S.  W.  71;  DeL'- 
Archerie  v.  Rutherford  (Wash.  '09),  102  P.  1033;  Forbes  v. 
Davis,  200  111.  App.  378.  If  a  broker  in  negotiating  a  contract 
practices  fraud  on  the  owner,  and  the  other  party  is  privy  thereto, 
or  has  knowledge  thereof,  the  owner  is  not  bound  thereby,  and  it 
was  not  necessary  in  a  suit  to  recover  the  lands  that  the  owner 
should  offer  to  restore  what  he  had  received  before  he  could 
demand  restitution.  Healey  v.  Martin,  68  N.  Y.  S.  413,  33 
Misc.  236. 

Where  the  broker  for  the  purchaser  also  represents  the  vendor, 
the  transaction  is  not  binding,  irrespective  of  actual  fraud,  with- 
out the  intelligent  consent  of  both  parties.  Ferguson  v.  Oooch, 
94  Va.  1,  26  S.  E.  397,  40  L.  B.  A.  234;  Whitney  v.  Bissell,  146 
P.  141,  75  Or.  28,  L.  R.  A.  1915  D,  267. 

Where  defendant  contracted  for  a  sale  of  land  through  a 
real  estate  agent,  and  subsequently  received  a  payment  of  in- 
terest which  the  agent  had  received  from  the  vendee,  but  she 
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had  not  left  the  contract  with  him  nor  authorized  him  to  col- 
lect; subsequently  she  sold  to  the  agent  her  interest  in  the 
contract,  and  he  sold  said  interest  to  the  plaintiff,  who  paid 
the  agent  therefor,  and  at  the  agent's  instance  defendant  made 
a  deed  to  plaintiff,  and  subsequently,  at  the  instance  of  the 
agent,  gave  a  deed  to  the  original  vendee;  such  vendee  had 
made  full  payment  to  the  agent,  but  he  had  not  paid  the 
money  over  to  defendant;  two  witnesses  testified  that  defend- 
ant acknowledged  drawing  the  contract  and  deed  to  the  orig- 
inal vendee,  and  that  the  agent  had  acted  for  her.  Held,  that 
there  was  no  evidence  to  show  that  the  real  estate  agent  in  re- 
ceiving payment  from  the  vendee  after  such  agent  had  bought 
the  contract  from  defendant  received  it  as  her  agent,  so  that 
plaintiff  could  recover  from  defendant  on  the  money  counts 
as  for  money  received  to  plaintiff's  use.  Rhode  v.  Marquis, 
135  Mich.  48,  97  N.  W.  53.  Compare  Frank  v.  Levy,  10  Ohio 
Cir.  Ct.  B.  554. 

The  owner  of  city  lots  employed  two  persons,  associated  to- 
gether as  real  estate  agents,  to  sell  them,  and  fixed  the  price 
at  $14,000;  a  purchaser  was  secured  by  the  agents  at  $16,000, 
to  whom  a  deed  was  executed  direct  by  the  owner,  the  agents 
accounting  only  for  $14,000,  claiming  that  to  be  the  full 
amount  received,  and  being  paid  a  commission  thereon  by  the 
employer;  on  discovering  that  $16,000  had  been  received  from 
the  purchaser,  the  owner  first  demanded  a  return  of  the  check 
given  for  commissions,  which  was  returned,  and  then  sued  the 
agents  for  the  additional  $2,000  and  recovered;  the  judgment 
being  right  on  the  merits,  and  the  issues  all  having  been  found 
in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  and  well  supported  by  the  evidence, 
it  must  be  affirmed.  Collins  v.  McClurg,  1  Colo.  App.  348,  29 
P.  299;  Babcock  v.  De  Mott,  160  Fed.  882;  Tate  v,  Aitken, 
5  Cal.  App.  505,  90  P.  836;  Borst  v.  Lynch,  133  Iowa,  567, 
110  N.  W.  1031;  Dater  v.  Jackson,  76  Kan.  568,  92  P.  546; 
Ftdton  V.  Waiters,  28  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  269,  reversed  216  Pa. 
St  56 ;  Hall  V.  Kellogg,  94  S.  W.  389,  42  Tex.  Civ.  App.  636  > 
Lee  V.  Pattaio,  105  Ya.  10,  52  S.  E.  696;  Easterly  v.  JfOb 
(Wash.  Sup.  '09),  103  P.  476;  Forbes  v.  Thorpe,  95  N.  E.  955, 
200  Mass.  670;  Middlefork  Cattle  Co,  v.  Todd,  144  P.  641,  49 
Mont  269;  Waterbury  v.  Barry,  130  N.  Y.  Supp.  617,  145  App. 
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Biv.  773;  28  L.  B.  A.  (N.  S.)  952;  RaiKffe  v.  Cease,  164  P. 
1091,  100  Kan.  445;  McBride  v.  Campredon,  171  P.  140,  L.  B. 
A.  1918  D,  407,  —  N.  M.  Sup.  — ;  Sutherland  v.  Ouihrie,  103 
S.  E.  298,  —  W.  Va.  Sup.  — . 

Defendants,  brokers,  being  authorized  by  plaintiffis  fo  sell 
land  for  $2,300,  intrusted  the  matter  to  Q,  an  employe,  who 
persuaded  one  S  to  take  the  land  for  $2,300,  promising  that 
defendants  would  raise  the  money  for  him;  defendants  failed 
to  raise  the  money,  whereupon  S  begged  G  to  find  some  one 
to  take  the  contract  off  his  hands  and  save  him  the  $100  paid 
to  plaintiff;  defendants  having  then  disposed  of  part  of  the 
land  to  the  amount  of  $600,  H,  an  employe  of  defendants, 
with  knowledge  of  the  facts,  agreed  to  take  over  the  contract, 
S  to  take  another  part  of  the  land  for  $600,  counting  in  hii 
$100  paid;  these  two  sales  for  $600  each  amounted  to  half 
of  the  land;  plaintiff  not  knowing  that  H  was  an  employe  of 
defendants  gave  him  a  deed,  and  received  from  him  $2,300, 
less  $200  commissions  paid  defendants;  H  later  sold  the  rest 
of  the  land  for  $2,100.  Held,  that  defendants  and  H  were 
guilty  of  a  legal  fraud  on  plaintiff,  and  must,  as  trustees,  ac- 
count to  him  for  the  profits  realized.  Powers  v.  Black,  159 
Pa.  St.  153,  28  A.  133 ;  Mowbry  v.  Randolph,  7  CaL  App.  421, 
94  P.  403. 

One  who,  knowing  of  an  opportunity  to  sell  for  $30  an  acre, 
and  then  knowing  the  court  would  not  allow  a  third  of  the 
purchase  money  as  commissions,  gets  an  ostensible  purchaser, 
at  a  smaller  price,  as  a  means  of  passing  title,  is  precluded 
from  obtaining  a  commission  by  his  fraud  on  the  court  of 
which  the  receiver  was  an  oflScer.  Ryan  v.  Kahler  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.   '98),  46  S.  W.  71. 

M's  agent  agreed  to  pay  plaintiff  a  commission  for  selling 
M's  land,  and  defendant  offered  to  exchange  his  land  there- 
for and  for  $210  in  addition;  plaintiff  submitted  the  proposi- 
tion to  M's  agent,  who  accepted  it,  and  an  agreement  for  ex- 
change was  executed  by  such  agent  in  accordance  with  de- 
fendant's proposition  and  placed  in  plaintiff's  hands  to  have 
defendant  sign  it;  without  disclosing  the  fact  that  the  agree- 
ment for  exchange  had  already  been  executed  by  M,  plaintiff 
told  defendant  that  a  trade   could  be  made,  but  defendant 
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said  he  would  pay  no  commission^  but  would  trade  even,  if 
Buch  a  trade  could  be  effected,  and  executed  a  written  agree- 
ment to  that  effect;  the  exchange  was  duly  made  on  the  terms 
first  proposed  by  defendant,  and  the  $210  paid  over  to  him. 
Held,  to  show  that  plaintiff  was  acting  as  M's  agent,  and  fhat 
he  was  not  entitled  to  recover  the  $210,  or  any  other  commis- 
sion from  defendant.  Wilson  v.  Webster,  88  Iowa,  514,  55 
N.  W.  571 ;  Braden  v.  Bandies,  128  Iowa,  653,  105  N.  W.  195. 

Where  it  appears  that  a  real  estate  agent  employed  to  sell 
land  had  acted  in  similar  transactions  for  the  vendor,  that 
after  making  the  sale  the  agent  was  active  in  assisting  the 
vendee's  agent  in  clearing  up  some  defects  in  the  title;  that 
he  filled  up  a  deed  and  carried  it  to  the  vendor  to  sign,  and 
then  took  it  away,  without  objection  on  the  part  of  the  ven- 
dor, delivered  it  to  the  vendee's  agent  and  received  the  pur- 
chase money,  which  he  appropriated  to  his  own  use,  and  that 
the  vendor  subsequently  admitted  to  disinterested  persons  that 
she  had  authorized  the  agent  to  collect  the  money,  the  loss 
thereof  must  fall  on  the  vendor,  under  whose  authority  the 
agent  acted.  Frank  v.  Levy,  10  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  R.  554.  Com« 
pare  Rhode  v.  Marquis,  135  Mich.  48,  97  N.  W.  53. 

If  a  real  estate  agent  authorized  to  sell  land  at  a  given 
price,  three  years  after,  when  the  value  has  greatly  advanced 
and  is  rapidly  rising,  sells  the  same  at  the  price  named,  and 
at  a  great  sacrifice,  without  informing  the  principal  of  the 
rise  in  value,  this  will  be  such  a  fraud  upon  the  principal 
that  a  court  of  equity  will  refuse  to  enforce  a  conveyance  to 
the  purchaser.  Proudfoot  v.  Wightman,  78  lU.  553.  See  WU- 
kinson  v.  Churchill,  114  Mass.  184. 

Defendants  signed  and  acknowledged  a  note  and  deed  of 
trust,  and  left  them  with  their  agent,  a  professed  real  estate 
and  loan  broker,  for  the  purpose  of  having  him  obtain  the 
amount  of  the  note  from  complainant,  to  whom  the  note  was 
made  payable;  the  agent  presented  the  instrument  to  com- 
plainant, who  paid  over  to  him  the  amount  of  the  note  iu 
good  faith,  and  took  the  note  and  deed ;  the  agent  fraudulently 
reported  that  he  could  not  use  the  note  and  trust  deed,  an^d 
in  the  presence  of  one  of  the  defendants  tore  up  and  destroyed 
what  purported  to  be  said  note  and  trust  deed.     Held,  that 
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defendants  were  not  entitled  to  be  relieved  against  the  enforce- 
ment of  the  instrument.  Eallbam  v.  Lipp,  20  HI.  App.  414. 
See  Sees.  99,  313,  315,  316. 

Plaintiff  authorized  defendants  to  sell  his  land  for  a  cash 
payment  and  notes,  and  on  their  representation  that  they  had 
found  a  purchaser,  and  the  cash  payment  and  notes  were  ready 
to  be  delivered  to  him,  executed  and  gave  them  a  bond  for 
title,  blank  as  to  the  name  of  the  purchaser;  defendant  failed 
to  deliver  the  cash  and  notes  on  demand  of  plaintiff,  and  af- 
terwards filled  in  the  bond  with  the  name  of  a  purchaser. 
Held,  that  defendants'  authority  as  plaintiff's  agents  to  use 
the  bond  for  title  determined  when  they  failed  to  deliver  the 
cash  and  notes.    Patton  v.  Cook,  83  Iowa,  71,  48  N.  W.  994. 

An  agent  employed  to  sell  land,  who  becomes  the  purchaser 
and  conceals  from  the  principal  that  a  greater  price  might 
have  been  got  from  another,  is  guilty  of  fraud,  and  the  con- 
tract ought  to  be  vacated;  he  will  be  compelled  to  reconvey 
the  land  on  payment  of  the  purchase  money,  or  so  much  as 
has  been  paid,  and  to  account  for  the  rents  and  profits  re- 
ceived by  him.  Moseley  v.  Buck,  3  Munf.  (Ya.)  232;  Rod- 
man V.  Manning  (Or.  Sup.  '09),  99  P.  657,  1135. 

Where  one  intrusts  money  to  an  agent  to  purchase  land  for 
him,  it  is  a  fraud  for  the  agent  to  purchase  the  land  in  his 
own  name  and  for  his  own  benefit,  and  equity  wiU  interpose 
for  the  relief  of  the  principal  by  compelling  a  conveyance  to 
him  of  the  land  so  purchased  by  the  agent.  Bhea  v.  Puryear, 
26  Ark.  344;  White  y.  Ward,  26  Ark.  445;  Harrison  y,  tlraven, 
188  Mo.  590,  875  S.  W.  962.  / 

If  an  agent  effects  a  sale  of  the  land  of  his  prin^pal  by  false 
representations,  or  other  fraud,  without  the  auth(^ity  or  knowl- 
edge of  the  principal,  the  latter  is  chargeable  J^ith  such  fraud, 
in  the  same  manner  as  if  he  had  known  or  authorized  it.  Law  v. 
Grant,  37  Wis.  648;  Bagley  v.  Paris,  179  P.  J795,  —  Wash.  Sup. 
— .  Compare  Harrison  y.  Lakeman,  189  Ma.  581,  88  S.  W.  53. 
Where  one  takes  a  conveyance  from  an  ag|^nt  authorized  to  sell 
and  convey  the  land,  knowing  of  the  frai£cl  or  breach  of  trust 
of  the  agent,  he  can  not  insist  on  the  validity  of  the  sale*  Morris 
y.  Terrill,  2  Rand.  (Va.),  6.    See  also  Secfs^B. 
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Defendant  contracted  with  the  owner  of  land  for  an  option 
on  it  for  a  certain  time,  and  at  a  certain  price,  and,  if  he 
effected  a  sale,  he  was  to  receive  a  commission  therefor;  also, 
for  an  extension  of  the  time  he  should  pay  $200  which,  in  case 
he  should  '*buy  the  land  or  find  a  purchaser"  therefor,  was 
to  be  deducted  from  the  price ;  defendant  then  contracted  with 
plaintiff,  a  non-resident,  to  ''procure  the  purchase  for  and  con- 
veyance to"  plaintiff  of  the  land  in  question  at  a  much  higher 
price,  to  act  as  plaintiff's  agent  in  the  management  of  the 
land,  that  all  the  proceeds  of  the  sales  should  be  applied  to 
the  reimbursement  of  plaintiff,  with  five  per  cent,  interest  and 
expenses;  that  the  surplus  should  be  equally  divided  between 
plaintiff  and  defendant;  defendant  appropriated  the  difference 
between  the  amount  received  from  plaintiff  and  the  sum  paid 
to  the  vendor,  concealing  from  plaintiff  the  difference  in  price. 
Held,  that  plaintiff  could  recover  the  amount  so  retained  by 
the  fraud  of  the  defendant.  Hewitt  v.  Young,  82  Iowa,  224, 
47  N.  W.  1084;  BeL'Archerie  v.  Rutherford  (Wash.  '09),  102 
P.  1033. 

An  agent  for  the  owner  of  real  estate  conducted  a  negotia- 
tion for  the  sale  of  the  same  on  behalf  of  the  owner,  on  the 
one  hand,  and  was  really,  on  the  other  hand,  purchasing  for 
himself,  jointly  with  an  ostensible  purchaser,  although  the 
transaction  purported  to  be  entirely  between  the  owner  and 
such  ostensible  purchaser.  Held,  that  the  transaction  was  a 
constructive  fraud  upon  the  owner,  and  that  a  purchase  thus 
made  could  not  be  sustained.  Hughes  v.  Washington,  72  IlL 
84. 

Where  a  real  estate  agent  was  acting  under  a  contract  with 
the  owner  of  fi.  lot,  by  which  he  was  to  receive  a  certain  com- 
mission in  the  ovent  he  should  sell  the  lot  for  not  less  than 
a  certain  sum,  it'  was  his  duty  before  changing  that  contract 
for  another  more  .advantageous  to  himself,  to  impart  to  his 
principal  all  the  iitformation  which  he  had,  and  especially  to 
inform  the  principal  of  negotiations  then  pending  for  a  sale 
of  the  lot,  and  his  failure  to  do  so  was  a  fraud  upon  the  prin- 
cipal's rights,  and  relieved  the  principal  from  all  obligations 
to  perform  the  new  Qontract.  Edmonson  v.  Baker,  12  Ky.  L. 
R.  (abst.)  93. 


/ 


PBIKOIPAL  AND  AGBNT.  293 

Defendant  applied  to  a  real  estate  agent  for  a  mortgage 
loan;  three  unsatisfied  mortgages  were  to  be  paid  with  the 
proceeds  of  the  loan;  plaintiff  agreed  with  the  agent  to  make 
the  loan  and  gave  the  agent  a  check  for  the  amount,  taking 
a  mortgage  on  the  property,  the  agent  assuring  him  that  he 
would  search  the  title  and  see  that  plaintiff  had  a  first  mort- 
gage, but  not  informing  him  of  the  outstanding  incumbrances; 
on  execution  of  the  mortgage  defendant  instructed  the  agent 
to  pay  off  the  three  outstanding  mortgages  with  a  part  of  the 
money  in  his  possession;  the  agent  paid  off  one  of  the  three 
mortgages  only  and  appropriated  the  rest  of  the  money.  Held, 
that  the  payment  of  the  amount  of  the  loan  to  the  agent  was 
a  payment  to  him  as  agent  of  defendant.  Henker  v.  Schtuicker, 
73  N.  Y.  S.  656,  67  App.  Div.  196;  affirmed  174  N.  Y.  298, 
66  N.  E.  971. 

In  a  suit  against  a  real  estate  broker,  a  lawyer,  by  a  for- 
mer customer  or  client,  to  vacate  certain  deeds  procured  by 
him  to  be  executed  by  her  in  his  interest,  and  for  the  can- 
cellation of  an  alleged  compromise  agreement  confirming  such 
deeds,  it  was  held  that,  on  a  review  of  the  evidence,  showing, 
amon^  other  things,  that  the  defendant  had  purchased  one  in- 
terest from  the  complainant  for  $1,175,  worth  $2,000,  and  that 
shortly  prior  thereto,  he  had  collected  over  $800  for  her,  for 
which  he  failed  to  account,  that  whether,  in  view  of  the  fidu- 
ciary relations  of  the  defendant  to  the  complainant,  the  bur- 
den was  on  him  to  show  the  validity  of  the  transaction,  the 
testimony,  as  a  whole,  was  sufficient  to  justify  a  decree  va- 
cating the  deeds  and  cancelling  the  agreement.  Holtzman  v. 
Linton,  27  App.  D.  C.  241. 

Where  a  land-owner  sued  his  brokers,  who  had  effected  a 
sale,  to  recover  a  portion  of  the  purchase  money  which  had 
been  retained  by  them,  on  the  ground  that  the  contract  was 
not  binding  on  him,  because  he  had  been  fraudulently  induced 
to  enter  into  it  by  the  act  of  the  defendants  in  not  correctly 
reading  the  contract  to  him,  and  also  on  the  ground  that  the 
contract  had  been  nullified  by  the  alteration  thereof  by  de- 
fendants, an  instruction  that,  if  plaintiff  signed  the  original 
contract,  and  defendants,  in  reading  it  to  him  had  fraudu- 
lently deceived  him,  then  the  contract  was  not  binding,  was 
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Bot  erroneonfi,  on  the  theory  that  the  action  was  not  one  for  the 
cancellation  of  a  contract.  Harrison  v.  Laheman,  189  Mo.  SSI, 
88  &  W.  53.    Compare  Law  v.  Orant,  37  Wis.  548. 

Where  a  broker  employed  to  sell  at  the  highest  obtainable 
price  makes  an  arrangement  with  the  prospective  purchaser  to 
pay  him  a  commission,  this  frand  deprives  him  of  the  right  to  re» 
cover  from  the  vendor.  Tasse  v.  Kindt,  125  Wis.  631,  104  N.  W. 
703 ;  Banef^s  Law  £  Coll.  Co.  v.  Bradbury,  3  CaL  App.  266,  84 
P.  1007;  Newell-Murdoch  Realty  Co.  v.  Wickham,  190  P.  8S9, 
—  Cal.  Sup.  — . 

If  a  broker  employed  to  purchase  property  overstates  to  his 
principal  the  price  at  which  it  may  be  bought,  and  appropriates 
the  difference,  the  principal  may  recover  the  excess  wrongfully  ob- 
tained. Eealey  v.  Martin,  68  N.  T.  S.  413,  33  Misc.  236;  War- 
ren  v.  BuH,  68  Fed.  101,  7  C.  C.  A.  105. 

As  a  general  rule,  where  one  is  employed  by  the  owner  of 
property  to  sell  it,  he  can  not  sell  it  to  himself  alone,  or  in 
company  with  others,  without  the  consent  of  the  owner;  but  in 
the  present  case  there  was  eridence  to  show  that  the  owner  con- 
sented  to  the  making  of  such  a  sale,  provided  that  he  should  re- 
ceive a  certain  amount,  without  liability  on  his  part  for  commis- 
sions. Mitchell  V.  Oxford  (Oa.  Sup.  '10),  67  S.  E.  197  (Sylla- 
bus). 

Plaintiff  employed  defendant  as  its  agent  to  buy  a  mine  for 
not  to  exceed  $160,000.  Defendant  actually  bought  it  for  $90,000, 
concealed  the  fact  from  plaintiff,  and  fraudulently  caused  it  to 
be  conveyed  to  a  confederate,  and  by  representing  that  he  had 
bought  it  for  $160,000  induced  plaintiff  to  execute  a  contract 
with  the  confederate,  agreeing  to  buy  the  mine  at  that  price, 
$20,000  to  be  paid  in  cash,  $90,000  in  one  year  and  $40,000  in 
eighteen  months.  Plaintiff  paid  the  cash  payment,  and  after  ob- 
taining a  reduction  of  the  remainder  to  $110,000,  paid  that  sum 
also,  thus  by  reason  of  deceit  and  fraud  paid  $40,000  more  than 
the  actual  price  for  which  defendant  purchased  for  his  account; 
held,  that  these  facts  alleged  and  found  sufficiently  made  out  a 
case  of  damages  for  deceit  and  fraud,  and  entitled  plaintiff  to  a 
judgment  of  recovery  for  $40,000.  Ot.  Western  Oold  Co.  v. 
Chambers,  101  P.  6,  166  Cal.  364;  Mdbry  v.  Randolph,  94  P. 
403,  7  Cal.  App.  424. 
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Wheie  a  real  estate  broker  received  an  offer  of  exchange  which 
would  be  advantageous  to  hia  principal,  and  fraudulently  mis- 
lepresents  such  offer  and  prevents  an  exchange,  and  the  princi- 
pid's  tenant  easily  consents  to  the  transfer  of  lease  to  the  prop- 
erty to  be  taken  in  exchange,  and  that  the  tenants  agreement 
18  not  in  writing  and  voidable,  is  no  defense  to  the  principal's 
action  against  the  broker  for  damages  from  the  fraud.  Maul  v. 
CoU,  144  N.  W.  247,  94  Neb.  714, 

Where  a  real  eetate  broker  frandxdently  induced  his  principal 
to  trade  property  on  a  valuation  of  $4,000,  and  sold  it  for  $5,760, 
in  an  action  by  the  principal  against  the  broker  for  the  differ- 
ence, the  latter  could  not  recoup  the  amount  of  expenses  incurred 
in  making  the  sale  nor  the  portion  of  the  profits  paid  the  one 
who  was  associated  with  him  in  the  fraud.  Van  RadltB  v.  JSp- 
stein,  99  S.  W.  1077,  202  Mo.  178;  Stewart  v.  Prsttan,  187  P. 
993,  77  Wash.  669. 

One  who  makes  a  frandtdenl  sale  of  his  principaPs  property 
as  agent,  nnder  a  power  of  attorney,  which  entitled  him  to  a  share 
of  the  profits,  and  who  has  a  secret  interest  in  the  purchase,  on 
the  cancellation  of  the  deed  and  direction  of  an  accounting,  by 
the  purchaser  for  the  proceeds  or  portions  resold  by  them,  can 
not  take  anything  under  the  provisions  of  the  power  of  attorney. 
Bnow  V.  Hazelwood,  179  F.  182,  102  C.  0.  A.  448,  decree  amend, 
and  re.  den.,  181  F.  966,  104  C.  0.  A.  480. 

In  a  snit  to  cancel  a  conveyance  taken  by  brokers  frandnlently 
in  their  own  name,  on  an  exchange  of  land  in  behalf  of  their 
principal,  the  brokers  have  no  claim  to  compensation  on  the  con- 
veyance  being  set  aside  for  the  frand.  Dean  ▼.  Boberta,  62  S.  44, 
182  Ala.  221. 

Where  a  broker  employed  to  nse  his  best  endeavors  to  sell 
property  at  a  sum  not  less  than  $20,000  for  commission,  son^ht 
to  induce  a  corporation  to  take  the  property  at  about  $50,000, 
$11,000  of  which  should  go  to  him  and  the  balance  of  the  excess 
over  20^000  to  stockholders,  he  was  guilty  of  misconduct  depriving 
him  of  his  right  to  a  commission.  SanJeey  v.  Cramer,  131  P.  288, 
24  Ck)lo.  App.  16;  Schlerfenbano  v.  Rundbdken,  71  A.  899,  81 
Conn.  623. 

A  real  estate  broker,  on  being  compelled  to  account  for  profits 
received  from  an  unfair  purchase  for  himself  of  the  subject  of 
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agency^  is  not  entitled  to  allowance  for  collecting  rents  while  lie 
wrongfully  withheld  the  property.  Btetwn  v.  Oavin,  99  N.  E. 
663,  255  111.  480. 

Where  a  broker  authorized  to  sell  property  for  $1,600,  to  re- 
ceive $75  for  a  commission,  sells  for  $1,700,  but  reported  a  sale 
for  $1,600  to  the  broker's  wife,  giving  her  maiden  name,  and  the 
principal  repudiated  the  sale,  the  broker  was  not  entitled  to  com- 
missions.   Boll  v.  Martin,  187  HI.  App.  266. 

Where  a  real  estate  broker  fraudulently  misrepresents  the  finan- 
cial ability  of  a  purchaser,  and  the  principal,  on  discovering  that 
iEd  purchaser  is  unable  to  fully  carry  out  the  contract,  rescinds 
ifl  proper  manner,  the  broker  is  entitled  to  at  least  a  portion  of 
Bb  commission.  Meyer  v.  Keating  Ldnd  &  Mtge,  Co.,  148  N.  W. 
452,  126  Minn.  409. 

lifcntract  between  plaintiff  and  defendant  looking  to  the  pur- 
cBiSe  of  real  estate  at  price  fixed,  by  defendant's  principal ;  held, 
given  m  fraud  of  the  owner  bo  as  to  invalidate  the  contract.  Tay- 
16^  V.  Vehon,  147  P.  1189,  26  Cal.  App.  681. 

;A  sale  of  real  estate  can  not  be  sustained  when  one  who  acted 
&  the  ostensible  agent  for  the  vendor  was  in  reality  the  secret 
l^ent  of  the  purchaser,  unless  principal,  after  full  knowledge,  con- 
Srmed  the  acts  of  the  agent.  "Evans  v.  Brown,  125  P.  469,  83 
Xm.  823. 

In  an  action  for  fraud  in  procuring  contract  for  exchange  of 
defendant* 8  real  estate  for  plaintiff's  stock  of  goods,  that  defend- 
ant, real  estate  brokers,  deceived  plaintiff,  their  liability  could  not 
be  minified  because  they  were  acting  as  his  agents  in  the  trans- 
action.   3lfc(7ann  V.  CterK,  163  N.  W.  222,  —  Iowa  Sup. —.^ 

Where  defendant  corporation,  acting  as  brokers  for  plaintiff, 
sell  at  $1,200,  itself  purchasing  at  the  price,  less  commission  to 
if  of  $1,100,  and  resells  for  $2,000,  having  had  that  in  view,  all 
without  disclosing  the  purchase  for  itself  to  plaintiffs  of  price 
received,  it  was  liable  for  profits.  Chrl  v.  Sogers  Foundry  £ 
Mfg.  Co.,  199  S.  W.  676,  —  Mo.  App.  — . 

Though  defendant,  broker,  with  whom  plaintiff  listed  property 
for  sale  or  trade,  procured  plaintiff's  signature  to  earnest  money 
contract  under  which  the  purchaser  agreed,  in  case  of  default,  to 
forfeit  such  earnest  money  to  defendant;  held,  that  defendant 
was  liable  to  plaintiff  for  amount  of  earnest  money  forfeited  by 
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ptnthaser,  the  insertion  of  the  clanse  **for  defendant's  own  bene- 
fit,** being  nnanthorized,  and  plaintiff's  signatnie  procured  by 
fraud.    Pederson  v.  Johnson,  172  N.  W.  723,  —  Wis.  Sup.  — . 

That  defendant  broker  had  agreed  to  pay  to  another  a  part  of 
the  commission  which  he  was  to  receive  in  no  way  affected  his 
liability  to  his  principal  for  earnest  money  forfeited  by  the 
buyer,  and  to  which  principal  was  entitled.    Id» 

8ee.S16.   Fraud  of  broker  againrt  third  penana. 

If  in  negotiating  a  contract  in  behalf  of  the  principal  the 
broker  is  guilty  of  fraud  as  to  the  other  contracting  party,  he  is 
liable  to  him  therefor  in  damages.  Eice  v.  Porter,  21  Ky.  L.  K. 
871,  53  S.  W.  285,  22  Ky.  L.  R.  1704,  61  S.  W.  266 ;  Todd  v. 
Bourke,  27  La.  Ann.  385;  Hardacre  v.  Stewart,  5  Esp.  (Eng.) 
103 ;  Baker  v.  Brown,  82  Cal.  64,  22  P.  879 ;  Hussey  v.  Michael, 
138  P.  596,  91  Kan.  542 ;  HoJcanson  v.  Oatman,  131  N.  W.  Ill, 

165  Mich.  512,  35  L.  B.  A.  (N.  S.),  423;  HacTc  v.  Crain,  177  S. 
^.  587,  —  Mo.  Sup.  — ;  Carsin  v.  Schoenfeld,  166  N.  W.  23, 

166  Wis.  401,  L.  B.  A.  1918  C,  162. 

If  a  broker  employed  to  sell  property  which  is  subject  to  in- 
eumbrances  misrepresents  or  conceals  the  fact  that  the  prop- 
erly is  incumbered,  he  is  liable  to  the  purchaser  in  damages. 
Baey  V.  Bell,  120  Iowa,  618,  95  N.  W.  170 ;  Chisholm  v.  Gads- 
den,  1  Strob.  (S.  C.)  220;  Amot  v.  Biscoe,  1  Ves.  95  (Eng.) 
27  Eng.  Eep.  Reprint  914. 

Where  an  agent  for  the  sale  of  a  mining  property  repre- 
sented to  a  purchaser  that  he  was  to  receive  a  certain  com- 
mission on  the  sale  from  the  owners,  when  in  fact  he  was  paid 
five  times  that  amount,  the  price  paid  by  the  purchaser  should 
be  abated  in  the  amount  of  the  difference  between  the  com- 
mission received  and  the  one  specified.  Henry  v.  Mayer,  6 
Ari.  103,  53  P.  590. 

An  agent  having  authority  to  sell  both  real  and  personal 
property  for  a  certain  sum  can  not,  without  the  consent  of 
his  principal,  take  over  to  himself  the  personal  property  on 
receiving  the  sum  for  the  real  estate.  Northup  v.  Baihrick, 
80  Neb.  36,  113  N.  W.  808.  Where  agents  for  the  sale  of  land 
concealed  from  the  purchasers  the  fact  that  they  were  part 
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owners  of  the  land,  but  instead,  expressed  an  intention  to  pnr- 
chase  an  interest  themselves  npon  the  same  terms  as  they  were 
selling  to  the  purchasers,  such  representations  constituted  such 
a  fraud  as  would  avoid  the  purchase.  Wren  v.  Mancure,  95  Ya. 
369,  28  S.  E.  588. 

Where  land  stood  in  the  name  of  a  third  party,  the  real 
owner  procured  a  broker  to  sell,  the  land  who  made  false  repre- 
sentations as  to  its  value;  the  nominal  owner  of  the  land  had 
title  to  a  bond  and  mortgage  given  in  part  payment  of  the  price. 
Held,  that  the  fraud  of  the  real  owner  and  the  broker  was  im- 
putable to  the  person  in  whose  name  they  acted.  Fairchild  v. 
McMahon,  139  N.  Y.  290,  34  N".  E.  779,  affirming  20  N.  T.  S. 
31,  65  Hun,  621.    See  also  Sees.  99,  313,  314,  316. 

Where  land  was  sold  by  a  broker  who  made  representations  to 
induce  defendant  to  purchase,  which  were  known  to  the  broker 
to  be  false,  but  were  relied  upon  by  defendant  to  his  injury, 
plaintiff,  availing  himself  of  the  benefits  of  the  transaction,  is 
bound  by  the  representations,  whether  the  broker  was  his  ap- 
pointed agent  or  not.  Williamson  v.  Tyson,  105  Ala.  644,  17  S. 
336 ;  Copeland  v.  Tweedle,  122  P.  302,  61  Or.  303 ;  Perkins  v.  Or- 
field,  176  N.  W.  157,  —  Minn.  Sup.  — .  See  also  Sees.  99,  313, 
314,  316. 

The  fact  that  one  who  was  employed  by  the  owner  to  procure 
a  purchaser  of  realty  violated  in  so  doing  his  contract  of  employ- 
ment with  a  third  person  engaged  in  the  realty  business,  did  not 
defeat  his  right  to  recover  his  commission  from  the  owner  on 
procuring  a  purchaser.  Pomarid  v.  Bosenblum,  120  N".  T.  Sup. 
756. 

The  rule  of  caveat  emptor  does  not  apply  where  a  broker  au- 
thorized to  sell  land  for  $900  tells  the  customer,  unacquainted 
with  land  values,  that  he  has  induced  the  owner  to  reduce  the 
price  from  $1,500  to  $1,200,  and  that  at  the  latter  price  it  is  a 
bargain,  and  that  the  owner  will  not  accept  less.  HoJcanson  v. 
Oatman,  131  N.  W.  Ill,  165  Mich.  512,  35  L.  R.  A.  (K  S.),  423. 

A  broker  who,  being  authorissed  to  sell  land  for  $900  and  to 
have  a  commission  therefor,  tells  a  customer  who,  to  his  knowl- 
edge, is  ignorant  of  land  values,  that  he  has  induced  the  owner 
to  reduce  the  price  from  $1,500  to  $1,200,  and  that  at  the  latter 
price  it  is  a  bargain,  and  that  the  owner  will  not  take  less. 
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whereby  he  induced  a  purchase,  he  pocketing  the  ezinra  $300,  is 
gmlty  of  fraud  and  deceit,  making  him  liable  for  the  extra 
amount  to  the  purchaser.    Id. 

A  buyer  of  real  estate  can  not  recover  from  brokers  for  mis- 
representation as  to  the  amount  of  their  commissions,  and  the 
lowest  price  the  seller  would  take,  though  the  brokers,  by  the 
misrepresentation,  made  a  large  profit  at  the  expense  of  their 
principal,  no  damages  resulting  to  plaintifE.  McLennan  v.  Inv. 
Etc.  Co.,  156  S.  W.  730,  170  Mo.  App.  389. 

Landowners  who  employed  a  broker  to  procure  a  purchaser, 
lield,  not  bound  by  his  misrepresentations  to  defendants,  with 
whom  he  entered  into  an  agreement  to  jointly  purchase  the  land, 
such  misrepresentation  not  being  made  within  the  agency.  Leg* 
geii  v.  Moi>re,  154  N.  W.  804,  36  S.  D.  288. 

Misrepresentations  as  to  the  character  of  land  are  within  the 
duties  of  an  agent  employed  merely  to  find  a  purchaser,  with  no 
authority  to  sell  or  exchange,  and  are  binding  on  the  principal. 
MaHin  v.  Ince,  148  S.  W.  1178,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

Where  a  prospective  purchaser  of  land  agreed  to  pay  $7,040, 
and  executed  a  contract  with  certain  brokers  to  hold  i1^  and  in- 
duced them,  for  a  conmiission,  to  accept  a  money  offer  of  $5,000, 
concealing  the  contract,  such  purchaser  was  a  party  to  the  fraud, 
and  could  not  recover  against  the  brokers  who  purchased  of  an- 
other for  $5,000,  and  sold  to  the  purchaser  for  $7,040,  to  recover 
the  difference  from  them.  Jinee  v.  AMe,  170  S.  W.  1081,  •— 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

A  contract  employing  an  agent  to  sell  land,  and  reciting  that 
no  misrepresentation  of  the  agent  shall  be  relied  on  by  the  pur- 
chasers, does  not  relieve  the  principal  from  liability  to  a  pur- 
chaser executing  a  contract  containing  such  a  stipulation  for  the 
fraud  of  the  agent  inducing  the  purchase.  Shepard  v.  Pdbst,  135 
N.  W.  158,  149  Wis.  36. 

An  action  for  fraud  in  an  exchange  of  lands  will  not  lie 
against  owners  of  land,  where  they  merely  listed  it  with  the 
broker  for  sale  or  exchange,  and  where  he  made  fraudulent  state- 
ments, relied  upon,  without  owners'  knowledge  or  approval. 
Dellwo  V.  Peterson,  180  P.  167,  —  Idaho  Sup.  — . 

Where  a  real  estate  broker  acts  for  two  parties  with  adverse 
interests  in  effecting  exchange  of  lands,  with  the  knowledge  and 
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consent  of  both^  neither  principal  is  liable  to  the  other  for  the 
broker's  tortious  acts,  without  collusion  or  direct  participation  of 
one  of  the  principals.  Binger  v.  Winkina,  183  P.  986,  —  Idaho 
Sup.  — . 

Sec.  316.    Fraud  of  sab-ageat. 

Plaintiff,  who  had  contracted  with  a  real  estate  agent  to  co- 
operate with  him  in  selling  to  a  third  person  certain  prop- 
erty, with  knowledge  that  such  person  was  willing  to  purchase 
at  a  certain  sum,  induced  the  owner  to  sell  for  less,  so  that 
he  could  make  the  difference.  Held,  that  he  could  not  recover 
from  the  real  estate  agent  his  agreed  proportion  of  the  com- 
mission.    Talbott  V.  Luckett  (Md.  Sup.  '94),  30  A.  565. 

A  broker  was  employed  to  procure  a  purchaser  for  a  farm 
within  a  specified  time,  at  a  price  which  should  net  the  owner 
$11,000  and  the  broker  $875,  or  such  less  sum  as  should  be  sat- 
isfactory to  the  broker's  agent  having  charge  of  the  transac- 
tion; the  owner  sold  the  premises  to  a  purchaser  procured  by 
the  agent  of  the  broker  for  $11,000,  and  the  purchaser  paid 
the  agent  $100  for  commissions.  Held,  that  the  owner,  if  he 
knew  that  the  agent  in  conducting  the  sale  violated  the  in- 
structions of  the  broker,  was  liable  to  the  broker  for  commis- 
sions to  the  extent  of  $875,  on  the  ground  that  he  was  guilty 
of  fraud  on  the  broker.  Haven  v.  Tartar,  124  Mo.  App.  691, 
102  S.  W.  21.    See  also  Sees.  99,  313,  314,  315. 

A  vendor  of  land  receiving  the  benefits  of  a  transaction  is 
liable  for  fraudulent  representations  by  the  salesman,  though  he 
was  only  a  sub-agent.  Nelson  v.  Title  &  Trust  Co,,  52  Wash. 
258,  100  P.  730. 

A  real  estate  agent  who,  in  placing  land  for  sale  with  sub- 
agent,  fixed  the  selling  price,  and  knowing  that  the  sub-agent 
represented  to  purchasers  that  this  was  the  lowest  price  the  owner 
would  take,  received  the  benefit  of  such  representation,  was 
chargeable  with  the  damage  to  the  purchasers  from  their  reliance 
thereon.  Estes  v.  Crosby,  175  K  W.  933,  amend,  or  man.  den., 
177  N".  W.  512,  —  Wis.  Sup.  — . 

■ 

Sec.  317.    Fraud  of  principal  against  broker. 

Defendant  employed  plaintiff  to  sell  his  farm  and  some  per- 
sonal property,  on  an  understanding  that  the  plaintiff  should 
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leceive  a  certain  commission  if  he  oonld  procnre  a  purchaser 
for  $18,000,  otherwise  nothing;  plaintiff  secured  a  purchaser 
who  bid  $17,000  for  the  farm  and  defendant  rejected  the  offer, 
and  falsely  represented  to  plaintiff  that  he  had  concluded  to 
keep  the  property  and  settled  with  plaintiff  for  a  nominal  sum ; 
defendant  then  approached  the  bidder  and  sold  him  the  farm 
and  some  personal  property  for  $17,500,  and  sold  the  remain- 
der of  the  personal  property  on  the  public  market  for  $720. 
Held,  that  the  statement  having  been  fraudulently  made,  de- 
fendant was  liable  for  the  agreed  commission.  Bowe  v.  Oage, 
132  Wis.  441,  112  N.  W.  469 ;  Oleniworfh  v.  LafheTy  21  Barb. 
(N.  Y.)  145;  McDermott  v.  Mahoney,  139  Iowa,  292,  115  N. 
W.  32;  McGovem  v.  Bennett,  146  Mich.  558,  109  N.  W.  1055, 
13  D.  L.  N.  853. 

If  a  principal,  in  order  to  defraud  the  broker  of  his  right 
to  a  commission,  conveys  the  property  to  a  third  person  for 
the  benefit  of  the  customer  found  by  the  broker,  and  the  rea- 
son for  the  act  being  to  conceal  the  same  from  the  knowledge 
of  the  broker,  the  latter  may  sue  for  the  commission;  and  it 
was  error  to  dismiss  the  complaint  because  the  proof  sustained 
an  action  for  fraud  and  did  not  prove  the  cause  of  action  al- 
leged. Martin  v.  Fegan,  88  N.  Y.  S.  472,  95  App.  Div.  154; 
Glade  v.  E.  III.  Min.  Co.,  129  Mo.  App.  443,  107  S.  W.  1002. 
See  also  Sec.  487a.  A  principal  conspiring  with  a  sub-agent  to 
deprive  the  broker  of  his  commission  is  liable  to  the  latter 
therefor.  Haven  v.  Tartar,  124  Mo.  App.  691,  102  S.  W.  21. 
See  also  Sees.  362,  487a. 

Bight  to  commission  may  not  be  defeated  by  the  fraudulent 
act  of  owner  in  withdrawing  the  property  from  the  broker  prior 
to  the  making  of  a  contract.  Anderson  v.  Crow,  151  S.  W.  1080, 
—  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

Before  a  broker  can  be  said  to  have  earned  his  commission,  he 
must  produce  a  Buyer  within  the  time  specified  in  terms  of 
agency,  if  time  is  limited,  ready,  willing  and  able  to  purchase  at 
price  designated  by  principal,  but  if  principal  by  fraud  defeats 
broker's  efforts,  case  does  not  come  within  such  rule.  Bamezzano 
V.  Avnasino,  189  P.  681,  —  Kev.  Sup.  — . 
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See.  818.   Vrand  of  third  persoxis  against  broker. 

Where  a  vendee  fraudulently  conceals  the  fact  that  she  pur- 
chased through  a  broker  employed  by  the  vendor,  and  represents 
that  a  third  person  was  the  procuring  cause  of  the  sale,  wherebj 
the  vendor  is  induced  to  pay  the  commission  to  such  third  per- 
son, the  broker  can  not  sue  the  purchaser  for  the  lost  commis- 
sion, as  the  vendor's  liability  to  him  remains  unaffected  by  such 
payment  to  the  third  person.  Cohen  v.  Hirsch field,  16  Daly  (N. 
Y.),  96,  9  N.  Y.  S.  612.  A  broker  may  be  deprived  of  his  right 
to  commissions  by  the  fraudulent  conduct  or  misrepresentations 
of  third  persons  in  privity  with  him.  Thtoing  v.  Clifford,  136 
Mass.  482. 

See.  319.    Fraud  of  principals  inter  se. 

Where  two  persons  owning  real  estate  intrust  one  vdth  the 
sale  thereof,  who  has  it  conveyed  to  a  third  person  for  a  price 
agreed  upon,  the  money  being  paid  by  the  joint  owner  with 
a  view  to  acquiring  title  to  the  property,  such  an  arrange- 
ment is  a  fraud  on  the  party  owning  the  other  moiety.  Eld- 
ridge  V.  Walker,  60  111.  230 ;  Hughes  v.  Washington,  72  HI.  84. 

Where  land  stood  in  the  name  of  a  third  party,  the  real 
owner  procured  a  broker  to  sell  the  land,  who  made  false  rep- 
resentations as  to  its  value;  the  nominal  owner  of  the  land 
had  title  to  a  bond  and  mortgage  given  in  part  payment  of 
the  price.  Held,  that  the  fraud  of  the  real  owner  and  the 
broker  was  imputable  to  the  person  in  whose  name  they  acted. 
FairchUd  v.  McMahon,  139  N.  Y.  290,  34  N.  E.  779.  A  real 
estate  broker  who  produces  one  ready  and  willing  to  purchase, 
and  an  executory  contract  of  sale  has  been  entered  into  be- 
tween the  principal  and  the  prox)06ed  purchaser,  but  able 
to  do  so  only  by  perpetrating  a  fraud  on  a  third  person,  the 
principal  refusing  to  execute,  is  not  entitled  to  a  commission. 
Ziitle  v.  Schlesinger,  46  Neb.  244,  65  N.  W.  892;  Moskawitz 
V.  Hornberger,  46  N.  Y.  S.  462,  20  Misc.  558. 

Sec.  320.    Debatable  acts  of  broker  held  not  to  eonstltate 
fraud. 
A  broker  employed  to  find  a  buyer  is  not  necessarily  guilty 
of  fraud  because  he  seeks  to  induce  his  principal  to  reduce 
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fhe  price,  even  thongli  be  ini|^t  know  he  could  obtain  fEe  price 
asked.  Oorman  v.  Hargis,  6  OUa.  360,  50  P.  92.  Compare 
Hobart  v.  Sherburne,  66  Minn.  17,  68  N.  W.  841.  See  also 
Sees.  290,  291. 

It  is  not  an  act  of  disloyalty  after  obtaining  an  option  on 
land  at  the  lowest  price  for  which  the  owner  would  sell  and 
suspecting  that  his  employer  would  not  take  at  that  price,  for 
the  broker  with  his  employer's  knowledge  to  solicit  other  pur- 
chasers whom  he  informed  that  his  employer  should  have  the 
first  right  to  purchase.  Hinton  v.  CoUman,  76  Wis.  221,  45 
N.  W.  26.  A  broker  negotiated  a  sale  of  plaintiff's  land  to 
defendant,  but  had  the  deed  made  out  to  a  third  i>erBon,  who 
afterwards  conveyed  to  defendant  A  few  weeks  after  the  sale 
defendant  agreed  to  let  the  broker  sell  the  land  for  him  at 
an  advance,  the  profits  to  be  equally  divided  between  them. 
Plaintiff  did  not  know  at  the  time  of  the  sale  that  defendant 
was  the  purchaser  and  there  was  then  no  arrangement  or  under- 
standing between  defendant  and  the  broker  as  to  any  resale 
of  the  property  or  division  of  the  profits.  Held,  that  there 
was  nothing  in  the  transaction  in  fraud  of  plaintiff,  and  the 
subsequent  sale  did  not  constitute  a  fraud  on  the  vendor. 
Latorence  v.  Layton^  145  111.  92,  34  N.  E.  53. 

A  real  estate  broker  is  not  liable  to  a  customer  for  false 
representations  respecting  lands,  where  he  states  that  his  in- 
formation is  derived  from  his  principal,  and  the  facts  respect- 
ing which  the  representations  are  made  are  not  such  as  would 
be  peculiarly  within  his  knowledge.  Oriffing  v.  DiUer,  21  N. 
Y.  S.  407. 

If  a  broker  acts  as  a  mere  middleman  his  conduct  in  con- 
cealing from  each  principal  his  agreement  with  the  other  is 
not  fraudulent.  Jarvis  v.  Schaefer,  105  N.  Y.  289,  11  N.  E. 
634. 

An  agent  authorized  by  contract  to  sell  real  estate  to  any 
purchaser  thereafter  to  be  secured,  is  not  guilty  of  fraud  for 
failing  to  disclose  the  identity  of  the  proposed  purchaser,  where 
it  appears  that  the  vendors  neither  asked  nor  made  any  at- 
tempt to  ascertain  who  such  purchaser  was.  Bank  v.  Oarvey, 
66  Neb.  767,  92  N.  W.  1025,  a£&rmed  on  rehearing  66  Neb.  767, 
99  N.  W.  666. 
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Where  a  real  estate  agent  with  authority  to  sell  his  prin- 
cipal's land  reports  to  another  agent  of  the  principal  that  he 
can  not  sell  the  land  so  as  to  net  the  principal  a  certain  sum, 
and  that  he  is  making  a  sale  for  a  greater  sum,  but  that  the 
excess  will  be  retained  by  him  as  his  conmiission,  and  no  con- 
tract is  shown  that  he  shall  receive  any  specified  amount  for 
his  service,  though  the  amount  of  the  excess  is  not  disclosed, 
the  agent  commits  no  fraud  by  not  disclosing  such  amount. 
Denting  Inv.  Co.  v.  Meyer  (OHa.  Sup.  '07 ),  91  P.  846;  Fid- 
ton  V.  Waiters,  216  Pa.  56,  64  A.  860.    Compare  Sec.  456. 

In  an  action  to  recover  a  real  estate  broker's  commissions, 
it  appeared  that  the  owners,  in  naming  their  price,  had  in- 
formed the  broker  that  they  were  willing  to  sell  for  less,  if 
necessary,  and  that  a  prospective  purchaser  who  had  obtained 
an  option  from  the  broker  was,  before  the  owners  had  reduced 
the  price,  negotiating  to  sell  the  land  to  a  third  person  for 
less  than  the  owners'  upset  price.  Held,  that  the  facts  did 
not  conclusively  prove  that  the  broker  had  acted  in  bad  faith. 
Earvey  v.  Lindsay,  117  Mich.  267,  75  N.  W.  627. 

Proof  that  an  owner  employing  a  broker  to  procure  a  pur- 
chaser allowed  the  broker  to  take  as  his  commission  a  part  of 
the  money  paid  by  the  purchaser  procured  by  him,  in  reliance 
on  the  broker's  representations  that  the  purchaser  was  able 
to  and  would  consummate  his  purchase  according  to  the  con- 
tract entered  into  between  him  and  the  owner,  and  that  the 
purchaser  was  insolvent,  was  insufScient  to  authorize  a  recov- 
ery by  the  owner  of  the  commissions  paid,  on  the  ground  of 
fraud  of  the  broker.  Moore  v.  Irvin,  89  Ark.  289,  116  S.  W. 
662. 

A  real  estate  broker  had  a  customer  desirous  of  purchasing 
property  of  a  particular  character,  but  the  customer  had  no 
definite  intention  of  buying  any  particular  property.  The 
broker  entered  into  negotiations  with  the  owner  to  employ  him 
to  procure  a  purchaser.  The  customer  purchased  the  prop- 
erty. Prior  to  the  broker's  employment  the  customer  had  not 
communicated  with  the  owner,  nor  with  any  one  representing 
him  in  relation  to  the  purchase.  The  broker  represented  to 
the  owner  that  he  thought  that  he  could  produce  a  purchaser 
willing  to  purchase  on  the  terms  specified,  on  his  being  al- 
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lowed  a  commission  for  so  doing.  Held,  that  the  broker  was 
not  guilty  of  fraud  in  obtaining  his  contract  to  procure  a  pur- 
chaser, and  he  could  recover  his  commission^.  Larson  v.  Thoma 
(Iowa  Sup,  '09),  121  N.  W.  1059. 

A  broker  does  not  forfeit  his  right  to  commissions  on  a  sale 
of  real  estate  that  he  was  instrumental  in  bringing  about,  be- 
cause he  had  other  real  estate  for  sale,  belonging  to  other  per- 
sons, which  he  tried  to  sell  to  the  same  purchaser.  Lemman 
V.  Macklem  (Mich.  Sup.  '09),  122  N.  W.  77. 

Land  was  listed  with  a  real  estate  broker  at  a  stated  price  per 
acre,  there  being  no  agreement  as  to  commission.  After  some 
negotiations  owner  agreed  to  accept  a  less  price  per  acre  and  to 
pay  a  stated  commission.  A  certain  amount  was  to  be  paid  in 
cash  and  the  balance  by  a  mortgage.  The  broker  made  a  contract 
at  an  advanced  price,  and  of  tiiis  he  did  not  inform  the  owner. 
The  agreement  was  not  carried  out,  as  the  owner  had,  unknown 
to  the  broker,  sold  the  land  in  question.  Held,  that  as  knowledge 
of  the  acts  must  have  come  to  the  notice  of  the  owner,  and  when 
the  transaction  was  consummated,  even  if  the  broker  intended  to 
demand  an  additional  commission,  thou^  he  was  not  legally  en- 
titled to  it,  yet  he  was  not  guilty  of  fraud  within  Civil  Code, 
Sec.  1203,  providing  that  fraud  is  a  question  of  fact  and  must 
be  deducible  from  the  evidence.  Luce  v.  Ash,  132  N.  W.  708,  28 
S.  D.  109. 

Where  vendor's  agent  did  not  describe  the  land  to  the  pur- 
chaser, but  merely  pointed  it  out  on  a  map  which  both  he  and 
the  purchaser  believed  to  be  correct,  but  which  incorrectly  showed 
a  creek  as  running  through  the  land,  he  was  not  guilty  of  fraudu- 
lent misrepresentations.  Dashiell  v.  Christian,  152  S.  W.  1112, 
—  Tex,  Civ.  App.  — . 

Brokers  were  entitled  to  receive  commissions,  though  they  in- 
duced the  president  of  a  corporation  to  agree  to  an  unconscion- 
able contract,  their  conduct  not  amounting  to  such  fraud  as  would 
deny  them  of  all  commissions.  Bassick  v.  Aetna  Exph  Co.,  246 
F.  974. 

See.  SZL.    Points  of  praetice  in  actions  for  francL 

The  vendee's  right  to  rescind  because  the  vendor  gave  a 
secret  commission  to  the  vendee's  agent  is  not  affected  by  the 
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fact  that  a  part  of  the  commission  paid  by  the  vendor  to  the 
vendee's  agent  was  for  services  previously  rendered  by  such 
agent  in  former  transactions.  Lightcap  v.  Nicola,  34  Pa. 
Super.  Ct.  189.    See  also  Sec.  559. 

Where  the  discovery  of  fraud  in  a  contract  for  the  purchase 
of  land  is  not  made  by  the  vendee  until  after  suit  has  been 
brought  for  the  purchase  money,  the  vendee  has  the  right  to 
set  up  the  fraud  as  ground  for  rescission  and  as  a  defense  to 
the  suit,  and  he  may  do  this  where  there  is  a  delay  of  nearly 
two  and  a  half  months  after  the  discovery  of  the  fraud,  if 
there  has  been  no  such  change  in  the  meantime  as  to  make 
the  rescission  inequitable.    Id.    Compare  Sec.  572. 

Where  a  real  estate  broker  fraudulently  induces  his  prin- 
cipal to  trade  property  on  a  valuation  of  $4,400  and  sells  it 
for  $5,750,  in  an  action  by  the  principal  against  the  broker  for 
the  difference,  the  latter  could  not  recoup  the  amount  of  ex- 
penses incurred  in  making  the  sale,  nor  a  portion  of  the  price 
paid  one  who  was  associated  with  him  in  the  fraud.  Van 
Baulte  V.  Epstein,  202  Mo.  173,  99  S.  W.  1077 ;  Oreat  Western 
Gold  Co.  V.  Chambers  (Cal.  Sup.  '09),  101  P.  6.' 

In  an  action  to  recover  on  a  contract  for  commissions  for 
a  sale  of  real  estate,  in  which  defendant  alleged  that  the  con- 
tract was  procured  through  fraud,  and  after  plaintiff  had  ne- 
gotiated the  sale,  the  burden  of  proof  was  on  defendant.  Stein 
V.  Whitney,  23  Ky.  L.  R.  2179,  66  S.  W.  820.  Contra,  Hanna 
T.  Haynes,  42  Wash.  284,  84  P.  861. 

A  broker  employed  to  purchase  land,  who  conceals  from  the 
principal  the  fact  that  the  vendor  will  pay  the  broker  a  com- 
mission on  making  a  sale,  has  the  burden  of  pro  zing  perfect 
fairness  in  the  transaction,  and,  in  the  absence  of  satisfactory 
proof,  equity  will  consider  him  as  guilty  of  constructive  fraud. 
Hanna  v.  Haynes,  42  Wash.  284,  84  P.  861.  Compare  Stein 
V.  Whitney,  23  Ky.  L.  R.  2179,  66  S.  W.  820. 

An  innocent  vendor  can  not  be  sued  in  tort  for  the  fraud 
of  his  agent  in  effecting  a  sale;  in  such  a  case  the  vendee  may 
irescind  the  contract  and  reclaim  the  money  paid,  and  if  not 
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repaid,  may  sue  the  vendor  in  assumpsit  for  it,  or  he  may 
sae  the  agept  for  the  deceit  Kennedy  v.  McKay,  43  N.  J.  L. 
288.  A  recoyery  in  an  action  by  a  principal  against  a  broker 
for  fraudulently  representing  that  the  worthless  property  on 
which  the  loan  was  made  was  good  security,  is  not  aiffected  by 
the  question  whether  he  shared  the  money  with  or  delivered 
any  part  of  it  to  the  pretended  borrower.  Rubens  v.  Mead, 
121  Cal.  17,  53  P.  432;  Van  Baulte  v.  Epstein,  202  Mo.  173, 
99  S.  W.  1077,  supra. 

Although  the  owner  of  the  land  neither  authorized  another 
to  sell  it  for  him,  nor  has  authorized  the  false  representation 
made  in  the  course  of  the  sale,  yet  if  such  owner  accepts  the 
proceeds  of  the  transaction,  he  ratifies  the  acts  of  his  agent, 
and  may  be  held  liable  for  the  fraud  practiced  by  the  latter. 
Krunner  v.  Beach,  25  Hun  (N.  Y.),  293.    See  Sec.  24. 

The  rule  of  law  forbidding  the  admission  of  evidence  of  an 
oral  agreement  made  prior  to  or  contemporaneously  with  a 
written  agreement,  does  not  preclude  the  admission  of  evidence 
tending  to  show  that  the  vnritten  agreement  in  question  was 
fraudulently  obtained,  or  that  it  resulted  from  accident  or  mu- 
tual mistake.    Culp  t.  Powell,  68  Mo.  App.  238. 

It  is  immaterial  whether  the  design  is  fraudulent  or  not,  a 
sale  by  an  agent  of  his  own  property  to  his  principal  can  be 
set  aside  by  the  latter  on  discovery  of  the  facts.  Bain  y. 
Braum,  56  N.  Y.  285;  Kuiz  y.  Fisher,  8  Kan.  90;  Ackenburg 
V.  McCool,  36  Ind.  473.    See  also  Sec.  389b. 

Where  the  assignee  of  a  purchaser  of  land  from  a  broker 
sned  the  principal  for  breach  of  contract,  defendant  could  not 
impeach  the  contract,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  not  signed 
by  the  principal,  and  for  fraud,  without  pleading  such  de- 
fense.   Kurinsky  y.  Lynch,  201  Mass.  28,  87  N.  E.  70. 

Fraud  of  a  broker  forfeiting  his  commission  in  representing 
adverse  interests  may  never  be  presumed,  but  must  be  found  from 
substantial  evidence.  Maddux  v.  8t  Louis  Union  Trust  Co.,  171 
S.  W.  669,  186  Mo.  App.  138. 
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Sec.  322.    When  a  broker  is  and  when  not  liable  for  interest. 

A  real  estate  broker  receiving  money  and  not  applying  it 
to  the  purposes  specified  in  the  agreement  under  which  he 
acted,  within  a  reasonable  time,  is  chargeable  with  interest. 
Harrison  v.  Long,  4  Desaus.  (S.  C.)  110.  A  broker  is  not  lia- 
ble for  interest  on  money  of  his  principal  unless  in  default, 
or  unless  he  has  made  use  of  the  money  for  his  own  profit. 
WiUiams  v.  Siorrs,  6  Johns.  Ch.   (N.  Y.)   353. 

Where  a  broker  was  only  entitled  to  commissions  out  of  the 
last  three  of  a  series  of  notes  to  be  given  by  the  purchaser 
for  the  property,  which  were  to  be  executed  as  of  September 
1,  1902,  and  were  to  mature  on  the  first  days  of  July,  August 
and  September,  1907,  the  broker,  on  the  principal's  failure 
to  complete  the  contract,  was  only  entitled  to  recover  interest 
on  the  contract  commissions  from  August  1,  1907.  Bankers^ 
Loan  <&  Inv.  Co.  v.  Spindle,  108  Va.  426,  62  S.  B.  266. 

Broker  held  entitled  to  recover  interest  on  the  value  of  his  ser- 
vices in  effecting  a  sale  of  timber  land  from  the  date  the  owner's 
liability  was  denied.  Paschall  &  Oresham  v.  Oilliss,  75  8.  E. 
220,  113  Va.  643,  Ann.  Cas.  1913  E,  778. 

Sec.  323.    Broker  obtaining  interest  hostile  to  principal. 

Where  a  broker  who  procured  a  sale  of  bonds,  secretly  ob- 
tained an  interest  hostile  to  his  principal,  he  was  entitled  to  re- 
cover the  commission  paid  him.  Ouidetti  v.  Tuoti,  102  N.  Y.  S. 
499,  52  Misc.  657;  Campbell  v.  Baxter,  41  Neb.  729,  60  N.  W. 
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90;  Kuntz  v.  Tonnele,  84  A.  624,  80  N.  J.  Eq.  373.    See  also 
Sec.  382. 

If  vendor's  broker,  to  whom  purchaser  had  made  payments, 
agreed  to  get  purchaser  out  of  the  deal  if  agent  could  keep  money 
so  paid,  he  would  be  guilty  of  a  breach  of  faith  with  vendor. 
State  y.  Skinner,  191  P,  148,  —  Wash.  Sup.  — . 

Sec.  324.  Improyement  of  property  beyond  authority  of  agent. 

Unless  specially  authorized,  a  real  estate  agent  has  no  right 
to  contract  for  the  improvement  of  property.  Riverview  Land 
Co.  V.  Dance,  98  Va.  239,  35  S.  E.  720.  See  reference  under 
Sec.  307. 

Sec.  325.    Agent  neglecting  to  place  insurance,  followed  by 
loss,  liable. 

An  agent  whose  duty  it  is  to  insure  the  property  of  his 
principal,  and  who  neglects  to  do  so,  is  liable  to  the  latter  for 
any  loss  of  property  occasioned  by  the  peril  that  he  should 
have  insured  against.  Strong  v.  High,  2  Bob.  (La.)  103.  See 
also  Sees.  346,  349. 

Sec.  326.    Illegal  purposes. 

An  agent  of  the  owner  of  property  is  not  presumed  to  have 
any  authority  to  lease  the  premises  for  an  illegal  purpose. 
Stover  V.  Floiver,  120  Iowa,  514,  94  N.  W.  1100 

Sec.  327.    Illegal  contract. 

Where  the  contract  negotiated  is  illegal,  the  broker  can  not 
recover  for  his  services,  though  his  principal  has  received  the 
money  arising  from  it    Belding  ▼.  Pitkin,  2  Gaines  (N.  Y.), 

147;  Skirvin  v.  Gardner,  129  P.  729,  36  Okl.  613. 

Sec.  328.    Implied  powers. 

(a)  A  non-resident  owner  employing  a  non-resident  agent  to 
sell,  impliedly  authorizes  the  latter  to  employ  a  broker  to  effect 
a  sale.  Eastland  v.  Maney,  36  Tex.  Civ.  App.  147,  81  S.  W. 
674. 

(b)  If  the  contract  of  employment  fails  to  state  the  terms 
of  sale,  terms  satisfactory  to  the  principal  are  implied.    Fair^ 
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child  Y.  Cvnuingham,  84  Minn.  681,  88  N.  W*  16;  Montgomery 
V.  Knickerbocker,  50  N.  Y.  S.  128,  27  App.  Div.  117. 

(c)  A  contract  of  agency  will  not  be  construed  to  be  ez- 
dusive  unless  established  expressly  or  by  clear  implication. 
Crook  V.  Forgt,  116  Ala.  395,  22  S.  540;  White  v.  Benton,  121 
Iowa,  354,  96  N.  W.  876;  Kidman  v.  Howard,  18  S.  D.  161, 
99  N.  W.  1104. 

(d)  A  revocation  may  be  implied  from  circumstances.  Brook- 
shire  v.  Brookshire,  8  Ired.  (N.  C.)  74. 

(e)  Authority  to  sell  and  convey  lands  for  cash  includes 
authority  in  the  agent  to  receive  payment  of  the  purchase 
money.     Terby  v.  Chrigsby,  9  Leigh  (Va.),  387. 

(/)  Authority  to  make  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  lands,  au- 
fhorizes  the  agent  to  receive  so  much  of  the  purchase  money 
as  is  paid  in  hand,  on  the  sale,  as  an  incident  to  the  power  of 
sale.  Id.  Lawrence  Oas  Co.  v.  Hawkeye  OH  Co.,  165  N.  W.  446, 
—  Iowa  Sup.  — . 

(g)  A  broker  authorized  to  sell,  partly  for  cash  and  partly 
on  time,  may  determine  the  amount  of  the  cash  payment.  Tay- 
lor V.  Cox  (Tex.  Sup.  '87),  7  S.  W.  69. 

(h)  The  word  '*sell"  in  a  power  of  attorney  authorizing 
a  party  to  sell  or  lease  any  and  all  real  estate,  etc.,  gives 
ample  power  to  complete  a  sale  by  making  a  deed  of  convey- 
ance. Hemstreet  v.  Burdick,  90  111.  444.  Compare  Bacon  v. 
Davis  (Cal.  App.  '08),  98  P.  71. 

(t)  A  x>ower  of  attorney  to  sell  one-half  of  a  tract  of  land 
imposes  discretion  to  determine  which  half.  Alemany  v.  Daly, 
36  Cal-  90. 

(j)  A  power  to  do  all  things  concerning  the  grantor's  real 
and  personal  estate,  gives  power  to  make  leases,  with  privilege 
of  purchase.  De  Butte  v.  Muldrew,  16  Cal.  505. 

(&)  A  power  of  attorney  to  sell,  without  restrictions,  au- 
thorizes a  sale  of  real  estate,  with  covenants  of  general  war- 
ranty. Schultz  V.  Griffin,  121  N.  Y.  294,  24  N.  E.  480 ;  Jasper 
V.  Wilson  (N.  M.  Sup.  '08),  94  P.  951.    But  see  Sec.  418. 

(I)  Under  a  general  power  to  sell  property  the  agent  may 
bind  his  principal  by  a  contract  of  sale.  Haydock  v.  Stowe, 
40  N.  Y.  363.    Compare  Weatherhead  v.  Ettinger,  78  0.  S.  104. 

(m)  In  the  absence  of  an  express  agreement  on  the  subject, 
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an  agent  employed  to  sell  land  is  entitled  to  commiBsions  on 
making  a  sale.    Harrison  v.  Long,  4  Desau.  (S.  D.)  110. 

(n)  Where  defendant  in  employing  a  broker  to  sell  land 
did  not  purport  to  bind  himself  individually,  but  to  bind  a 
corporation  of  which  he  was  president,  in  an  action  on  the 
contract,  he  can  not  be  held  individually  liable  for  the  com- 
missions, but  may  be  held  for  breach  of  an  implied  warranty 
of  authority  to  the  extent  of  the  damages  resulting  from  the 
misrepresentation.  Oroeltz  v.  Armstrong,  125  Iowa,  39,  99  N. 
W.  128 ;  Hochhaum  v.  Potter,  101  N.  T.  Sup.  531 ;  Edllheimer  v. 
Eice,  169  N.  Y.  Sup.  1002. 

(o)  Express  authority  of  a  village  to  borrow  money  and  issue 
bonds  therefor,  includes  authority  to  employ  a  person  to  procure 
a  purchaser  for  the  bonds,  whether  he  be  a  broker  or  not.  Arm- 
strong V.  Village  of  Ft  Edwards,  159  N.  Y.  315,  53  K  B.  1116. 

(p)  The  cashier  of  a  bank  having  implied  authority  as  its 
executive  oflScer  to  contract  for  the  disposal  of  lands  acquired 
by  the  bank  in  the  collection  of  its  credits,  will  bind  the  bank 
by  his  contract  to  pay  commissions  for  the  disposal  of  lands 
placed  in  the  hands  of  a  broker,  but  which,  through  mistake 
in  identity,  the  bank  does  not  own.  Arnold  v.  Nat.  Bk,  of 
Waupaca,  126  Wis.  362,  105  N.  W.  828,  3  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  580. 

Sec.  329.  Joint  owner  condoning  fraud  liable  for  benefits 
received. 
A  joint  owner  of  real  estate  who  consents  to  a  listing  there- 
of by  his  co-owner  with  real  estate  agents  for  sale,  receives 
part  of  the  consideration,  and  does  not  repudiate  the  sale  made 
by  the  agents,  after  discovery  that  they  were  guilty  of  fraud, 
is  estopped  to  deny  connection  with  the  fraud,  but  will  be  held 
liable  only  to  the  extent  of  the  benefit  actually  received.  Alger 
V.  Anderson,  78  Fed.  729.    See  also  Sec.  856. 

Sec.  329a.    Purchaser  of  land  joining  therein  with  seller's 
agent  liable  to  account  for  profits  made. 

One  who  purchases  land  in  behalf  of  himself  and  seller's  agents, 
with  knowledge  that  the  agents  were  concealing  their  interest 
from  the  seller;  held,  liable  to  account  for  the  profits  to  him. 
Fred  Brown  &  Co.  v.  Cash,  145  N.  W.  80,  165  Iowa,  221. 
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Sec.  330.    An  agent  to  sell  han  no  anthoritj  to  grant  a  lioense 
to  cut  timber. 

An  agent  has  no  authority  to  license  one  to  cut  timber  by 
virtue  of  his  authority  to  bargain  and  sell  land.  Hubbard  v. 
Elmer,  7  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  446.    See  references  under  Sec.  307. 

Sec.  331.    What  a  principal  mnst  do  to  escape  liability  to  the 
broker  for  commissions. 

A  principal  who  obtains  knowledge  from  his  broker  that  an 
intending  purchaser  procured  by  the  broker  is  the  person  of 
whom  he  had  learned  from  another  source  as  a  possible  pur- 
chaser,  owes  to  the  broker  the  duty  of  either  terminating  the 
agency  or  notifying  him  that  he  intends  personally  to  conduct 
future  negotiations,  and  on  his  failure  to  do  so,  the  broker  is 
entitled  to  commissions,  although  the  sale  is  completed  by  the 
owner  himself.    Carroll  v.  Pettit,  22  N.  Y.  S.  250,  67  Hun,  418. 

Sec.  332.    A  power  of  attorney  confirming  all  sales  and  leases 
confers  power  to  sell. 

A  power  of  attorney  confirming  all  sales,  leases  and  con- 
tracts of  every  description,  confers  a  power  to  sell  land.  Sulli- 
van V.  Davis,  4  Cal.  291. 

Sec.  333.    Power  to  sell  any  of  constituent's  land  authorises 
the  sale  of  that  acquired  afterwards. 

A  power  to  sell  any  of  the  constituent's  real  estate,  author- 
izes the  attorney  to  sell  real  estate  which  the  constituent  ac- 
quires after  the  execution  of  such  power.  Fay  v.  Winchester, 
4  Mete.  (Mass.)  513;  Burkey  v.  Judd,  22  Minn.  287. 

Sec.  334.    Power  to  sell  land  not  previously  conveyed,  author- 
izes sale  of  tract  not  conveyed. 

Under  a  power  to  sell  all  the  land  of  the  principal  which 
the  latter  has  not  previously  conveyed,  the  attorney  is  author- 
ized to  sell  land  that  his  principal  had  sold  but  not  conveyed. 
Mitchell  V.  Maupin,  3  T.  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  185. 

Sec.  335.    Power  to  sell  land,  gave  authorily  to  sell  on  credit, 
to  receive  payments,  etc. 

Where  a  power  of  attorney  authorized  an  agent  to  sell  ''cer- 
tain lands,"  or  any  part  or  parcel  thereof,  for  such  sum  or 
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price^  or  on  finch  terms,  as  to  him  shall  seem  meet,  and  for 
me  and  in  my  name  to  make/'  etc.,  '^ deeds  for  the  same,  either 
\rith  or  without  covenants  of  warranty,"  it  was  held  that  the 
agent  had  authority  to  receive  payments,  and  a  payment  to 
him  was  a  good  payment  to  the  principal;  if  circumstances 
rendered  it  favorable  for  the  interest  of  his  principal,  he  might 
include  other  valuable  considerations  besides  money  in  the  con- 
sideration, and  might  sell  an  undivided  interest  in  the  prop- 
erly. Carson  v.  Smithy  5  Minn.  78;  Babsan  v.  Cox,  32  App. 
D.  C.  542.    Compare  Sec.  53. 

Sec.  336.    Power  to  sell  land  for  settlement^  not  violated  if 
shown  to  have  been  bought  on  speculation. 

m 

A  power  of  attorney  to  sell  certain  lands  *'for  the  purpose 
of  making  actual  settlement  thereof,  to  sign,  seal  and  deliver 
sufficient  deeds,"  etc.,  leaves  it  to  the  judgment  of  the  attor- 
ney to  determine  whether  the  purchasers  buy  for  the  purpose 
specified  in  the  power,  and  if  there  is  no  evidence  of  fraud  on 
the  part  of  the  purchaser  or  attorney,  the  conveyance  under 
the  power  will  be  valid,  although  it  should  afterward  appear 
that  the  land  was  purchased,  not  for  the  purpose  of  settlement 
but  on  speculation.    Spofford  v.  Hobbs,  29  Me.  148. 

Sec.  337.  Power  to  sell  land  does  not  indnde  power  to  lease 
or  exchange  it. 
A  power  to  sell  land  does  not  include  power  to  lease  or 
exchange  it.  Trudo  v.  Anderson,  10  Mich.  357;  Lampkin  v. 
Wilson,  5  Heisk.  (Tenn.)  555;  Reese  v.  Medlock,  27  Texas, 
120.    See  references  under  Sec.  307. 

Sec.  337a.  Authority  of  agent  construed  to  authorize  contract- 
ing  to  sell,  but  not  to  convey  the  real  estate. 
A  having  possession  of  certain  property  of  B,  under  a  i)OW- 
er  of  attorney  to  sell  the  same  and  execute  the  proper  in- 
struments of  transfer,  afterward  gave  the  charge  of  the  same, 
with  deeds  and  papers  in  his  possession,  to  C.  A  thereupon 
wrote  to  C:  "I  wish  you  to  manage  (my  property)  as  3^u 
would  if  it  were  your  own,  and  if  a  good  opportunity  offers 
to  sell  everything  I  have,  I  would  be  glad  to  sell.    It  may  be 
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parties  will  come  into  San  Antonio  who  will  be  glad  to  pur- 
chase my  gas  stock  and  real  estate/'  Held,  that  C  was  there- 
by authorized  to  contract  for  the  sale  of  the  real  estate,  but 
not  to  convey  it.    Lyon  v.  Pollock,  99  U.  S.  668. 

Sec.  337b.    Power  to  sell  does  not  indnde  power  to  give  an 
option. 

A  written  power  to  sell  land  does  not  include  power  to  give 
an  option,  nnless  so  expressed.  Tibbs  v.  Zirkle,  55  W.  Va. 
49,  46  S.  E.  701,  104  Am.  St.  B.  977;  Swift  v.  Enoin,  148  S.  W. 
267,  104  Ark.  459,  Ann.  Gas.  1914  C,  363.  See  references  under 
Sec.  307. 

Sec.  337c.   Broker  to  procure  loan  without  authority  to  trans- 
fer principal's  note  and  mortgage. 

Application  to  a  mortgage  company  for  a  loan,  stating  that  the 
broker  was  the  agent  of  the  applicant  to  procure  a  loan  either 
from  the  company  or  from  any  other  person  upon  the  same  terms, 
even  if  creating  an  agency,  did  not  authorize  the  agent  to  procure 
the  money  by  transferring  the  note  and  mortgage.  Porter  v. 
Wold,  127  P.  432,  34  Okl.  263. 

Sec.  338.  Agent  buying  principal's  share  of  land  warrants 
for  less  than,  liable  for  full  value. 
Where  an  agent  received  land  warrants  to  locate  on  shares 
and  to  sell  the  land,  and  bought  up  his  principal's  share  of 
the  land  for  less  than  its  value,  without  informing  him  of  the 
price  for  which  a  part  of  the  land  had  been  sold,  it  was  held 
that  he  was  accountable  for  the  full  value  at  the  time  he  sold 
it     Taylor  v.  Knox,  1  Dana  (Ky.)  391.    See  also  Sec.  323. 

Sec.  339.    Authority  to  locate  and  survey  land  confeni  no 
power  to  selL 
An  authority  to  locate  and  survey  land  confers  no  power 
to  sell.    Moore  v.  Lockett,  2  Bibb.  (Ky.)  67.    See  references 
under  Sec  307. 

Sec.  340.    Authority  to  sell  in  lots,  conferred  none  to  sell 
otherwise. 

Where  an  owner  of  land,  a  part  of  which  was  surveyed  in 
lots,  gave  his  agent  a  power  of  attorney  to  convey  the  same 
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in  lots  as  surveyed  by  B^',  a  conveyance  by  the  agent  to  Q- 
of  a  portion  of  the  land  vs^hieh  had  not  been  surveyed  was 
held  invalid  as  in  excess  of  the  authority  under  said  power. 
Bice  V.  Tavernier,  8  Minn.  248.  See  also  Sec.  307c,  and  ref- 
erence under  Sec.  307. 

Sec.  341.    Broker  not  liable  for  mutual  mistake  that  he  had 
authority  to  make  a  contract  of  sale. 

A  real  estate  broker  who  represents  that  he  has  authority 
to  sell  certain  land  is  not  liable  to  a  customer  for  the  conse- 
quences of  their  mutual  mistake  of  law  in  thinking  that  such 
authority  carried  with  it  the  right  to  make  a  contract  of  sale. 
McBeavy  v.  Eshelman,  4  Wash.  757,  31  P.  35. 

Sec.  341a.    Broker  entitled  to  commission  for  land  erroneously 
sold  by  him  through  mistake  of  owner. 

The  owner  of  two  parcels  of  land  listed  them  for  sale  with  a 
real  estate  broker.  After  some  months  the  broker  vnrote  the 
owner,  referring  to  one  tract,  while  the  owner  had,  in  fact,  sold 
this  tract  some  time  before,  but  did  not  notice  that  the  descrip- 
tion referred  to  it,  and  allowed  the  broker  to  secure  a  purchaser; 
held,  that  his  mistake  was  not  such  a  mistake  as  would  prevent 
the  broker  from  recovering  his  stipulated  commission.  Luce  v. 
Ash,  132  N.  W.  708,  28  S.  D.  109. 

Sec.  341b.    Broker  not  liable  for  acts  in  representative  capac- 
ity to  third  parties. 

A  broker  having  contracted  to  obtain  from  his  principal  $150^ 
as  consideration  for  plaintiffs  release  of  possession  of  land  sold^ 
the  broker  acted  in  a  representative  capacity  only,  and  was  not 
personally  liable  therefor.  Harral  v.  Bridges,  162  S.  W.  1001,  — 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

Sec.  342.    Agent  to  sell  land  has  no  right  to  receive  anything 
but  money  in  payment  for  principal. 

An  agent  for  the  sale  of  land  has  no  right  to  accept  anything 
but  money  for  his  principal.  Bevis  v.  Hefiin,  63  Ind.  129 ;  Mann 
V.  Bobinson,  19  W.  Va.  49.    See  reference  under  Sec.  307. 
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See  343.  Broker  has  no  right  to  reoeive  Mezicaa  money  for 
earnest  money. 

A  real  estate  agent  who  is  authorized  to  accept  a  certain  sum 
as  earnest  money  is  not  thereby  given  power  to  accept  Mexican 
money.  Edwards  v.  Davidson  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '04),  79  S.  W. 
48.    See  references  under  Sec.  307. 

Sec  344.  Broker  given  minimum  price,  all  over  to  be  bis  com- 
pensation for  selling,  need  not  tell  principal  what  land 
sold  for. 

The  owner  of  land  agreed  to  pay  a  broker  all  that  he  might 
obtain  for  the  land  above  a  minimum  price  per  acre  as  com- 
I>ensation,  and  a  fixed  sum  in  addition;  the  broker  sold  the 
land,  but  refused  to  state  for  how  much,  or  state  that  he  had 
sold  it  at  the  minimum  price.  Held,  that  he  was  not  deprived 
of  his  right  to  compensation.  Fulton  v.  Waiters,  216  Pa.  56| 
64  A.  860. 

Sec.  345.  Agent  knowing  of  defect  in  principal's  title  can  not 
himself  acquire  title. 

If  an  agent  discovers  a  defect  in  the  title  of  his  principal  to 
land  he  can  not  misuse  it  to  acquire  title  for  himself,  and,  if 
he  does,  will  be  held  as  a  trustee  of  the  title  for  his  principal. 
Bingo  v.  Binns,  10  Pet.  (U.  S.)  269;  Gardner  v.  Ogden,  22 
N.  Y.  327 ;  McMahon  v.  McGrow,  26  Wis.  614 ;  Bogers  v.  Lock- 
ett,  28  Ark.  290.    See  also  Sec.  294. 

Sec.  346.  Broker  guilty  of  negligence  to  injury  of  principal, 
barred  commissions. 

Although  the  broker  finds  a  purchaser  who  is  willing  to  buy 
on  the  terms  imposed  by  the  principal,  yet  he  is  not  entitled 
to  a  commission  if  the  trade  fails  through  his  negligence,  and 
by  the  insertion  of  a  condition  which  the  agent  employing  him 
had  no  authority  to  direct.  Fisher  v.  Dynes,  62  Ind.  348.  And 
this  applies  as  well  in  the  case  of  an  exchange  lost  thereby  to 
the  principal.  Stuart  v.  Stumph,  126  Ind.  580,  26  N.  E.  553; 
Harkness  v.  Briscoe,  47  Mo.  App.  196;  Smye  v.  Groesbeck 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.  '02),  73  S.  W.  972.    See  also  Sees.  325,  349. 
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Sec.  347.    Owners  liable  for  negligence  to  proffpeoUve  tenaati 
injured  while  examining  building. 

Where  the  owner  of  a  building  employs  brokers  to  obtain 
tenants  and  authorizes  the  broker  to  conduct  their  customers 
into  the  building,  he  is  liable  for  injuries  sustained  by  a  cus- 
tomer while  examining  the  building  in  company  with  the 
brokers  and  due  to  their  negligence.  Boyd  v.  U.  8.  Mtge.,  etc, 
Co.,  88  N.  Y.  S.  289,  94  App.  Div.  413. 

Seo.  847a.    Principal,  when  liable  for  negligent  or  torttouB 
acts  of  insane  agent 

One  who  knowingly  employs  an  insane  agent  should  be  held 
liable  for  negligent  or  tortious  acts  committed  by  such  agent 
within  the  scope  of  his  employment.  Christian  y.  Columbus,  etc. 
B.  Co.,  79  Ga.  460 ;  4  A.  &  E.  Anno.  Cases,  136. 

See.  348.    When  brokerage  contract  signed  without  reading 
not  be  set  aside  for  fraud. 


One  who  negligently  signs  a  brokerage  contract  without  read- 
ing it,  relying  on  statements  of  the  brokers  as  to  its  contents^ 
is  not  entitled  to  have  it  set  aside  for  fraud,  when  the  signer 
had  no  right  to  rely  on  their  statements.  KimmeU  Y.  8keUy, 
130  Cal.  555,  62  P.  1067.    Compare  Sec.  52. 

Sec.  849.    A  broker  whose  principal  suffers  loss  through  his 
negligence  is  liable  to  him  therefor. 

A  money  lender  to  whom  a  sum  of  money  is  giYcn  to  iuYcst 
is  bound  to  exercise  reasonable  skill  and  prudence;  by  his 
business  he  holds  himself  out  as  possessing  competent  skill  to 
determine  what  reasonable  care  and  prudence  requires;  if  he 
fails  to  exercise  these,  and  through  his  negligence  loss  occurs, 
he  is  liable  to  make  it  good.  McFarland  y.  McClees,  5  A.  50, 
1  Pa.  Cases  504 ;  Stewart  y.  Muse,  62  Ind.  385 ;  Whitney  y.  Mar- 
tine,  6  Abb.  (N.  Y.)  N.  C.  72;  Hindricks  y.  Brady  (S.  D.  Sup. 
'06),  108  N.  W.  332,  121  N.  W.  777;  Harlow  v.  Bartlett,  170 
Mass.  584,  49  N.  E.  1014;  Hindricks  y.  Brady  (S.  D.  Sup.  '09), 
lai  N.  W.  777.  See  also  Sees.  325,  346,  260,  261,  271.  Towshi 
V.  Griffiths,  103  A.  192,  —  N.  J.  Ct.  of  Err.  and  App.  — . 
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Sec.  S60.  Broker  departing  ftom  his  ixistractioxis  liable  for  loss 
arising  therefrom. 

A  broker  who  has  instructions  to  buy  for  his  principal  mort- 
gages, or  other  first-class  discount  paper,  who  violates  them  and 
invests  the  money  on  his  own  judgment,  is  responsible  for  the 
consequent  loss  to  his  principal,  though  Civil  Code,  Art.  2987, 
declares  that  brokers  shall  not  be  responsible  ''for  events  which 
arise  in  the  affairs  in  which  they  are  employed."  Saudieu  v. 
Faures,  12  La.  Ann.  746.    See  also  Sec.  229,  230. 

Sec.  361.    Broken  not  liable  for  loss  on  forged  note,  where 
they  acted  in  good  faith  and  disclosed  their  principal 

Note  brokers  are  not  personally  liable  for  a  loss  on  a  forged 
note  sold  by  them,  when  they  advised  the  vendee  at  the  sale 
that  they  were  acting  as  agents  and  disclosed  their  principal. 
BaOey  v.  Oalbreaihy  100  Tenn.  599,  47  S.  W.  84.  Compare 
Sec.  574.  •  See  also  Sec.  280. 

Sec.  362.    Broker  taking  a  note^  payable  at  his  office,  not  there- 
by anfhorized  to  collect. 

A  broker  who  negotiates  a  loan  and  receives  his  commissioii 
from  the  borrower,  taking  a  note  payable  at  his  office  to  the 
lender,  is  not  authorized  to  receive  payments  on  such  note. 
Engleri  v.  White,  92  Iowa,  97,  60  N.  W.  224.  Compare  Sees. 
255,  257,  356. 

Sec.  863.    Where  broker  has  note  payable  at  his  office  the 
maker  is  warranted  in  paying  him. 

"Where  a  note  is  payable  at  the  office  of  a  broker,  it  is  the 
duty  of  the  maker,  in  the  absence  of  directions  from  the  holder 
to  the  contrary,  to  tender  payment  there,  and  finding  the  note 
in  the  broker's  possession,  the  maker  has  a  right  to  assume  that 
the  broker  has  authority  to  receive  payment  thereof.  Fifth 
Con.  Church  of  Wash.  v.  Bright,  28  App.  D.  C.  229.  See  also 
Sec.  357. 

Sec.  864.    Agent  to  receive  principal  and  interest  not  author- 
ised to  receive  payment  before  due. 

An  agent  merely  to  receive  the  interest  and  principal  of  a 
note  is  not  authorized  to  take  the  payment  of  the  principal 


320  AMEBIGAN  LAW  BEAL  ESTATE  AOENCT. 

prior  to  the  same  becoming  dae^     Williams  v.  Pelley,  96  IlL 
App.  346.    See  references  under  Sec.  307. 

Sec.  355.    Agent  to  collect  the  interest  not  authorized  to  collect 
the  principal 

In  a  suit  to  cancel  a  deed  of  trust  on  the  ground  of  payment 
to  the  lender's  broker,  the  fact  that  the  broker  negotiated  the 
loan  and  collected  interest  on  the  loan  is  insufficient  to  make 
the  broker  the  agent  to  collect  the  principal,  where  the  lender 
was  in  x>06session  of  the  security.  Heffereman  v.  Boteler,  87 
Mo.  App.  316.  Compare  Sec.  353,  357,  also  references  under 
Sec.  307. 

Sec.  366.    Agent  who  transacted  all  the  business  of  the  prin- 
cipal held  agent  to  collect  payment  of  note. 

Where  an  agent  transacted  all  the  business  with  reference  to 
the  collection  of  the  principal  and  interest  of  debts  secured  by 
note  and  mortgage,  and  acted  as  the  agent  of  the  investor  in 
the  care  and  protection  of  the  security  and  to  deal  with  the 
security  as  the  agent  deemed  best,  with  the  full  knowledge  of 
the  principal,  pa3rment  of  a  note  to  such  agent  was  payment 

to  the  principal.    Pockin  v.  Knoebel,  63  Neb.  768,  89  N.  W. 
264.    Compare  Sec.  255,  352. 

Sec.  357.    Debtor,  before  pajrment,  ahould  see  that  a^ent  has 
the  security. 

If  a  debtor  owing  money  on  a  written  security,  pays  or  settles 
with  another  as  agent,  it  is  his  duty,  at  his  peril,  to  see  that 
the  person  thus  paid  or  settled  with  is  in  possession  of  the 
security.  Carbett  v.  Weller,  27  Wash.  242,  67  P.  567.  See 
also  Sec.  353. 

Sec.  358.  Unless  brdcer  proves  he  could  have  made  a  sale  on 
revocation  entitled  to  recover  only  nominal  damages. 
In  an  action  for  damages  for  revocation  of  authority  to  sell 
land,  nothing  more  than  nominal  damages  can  be  recovered 
where  the  agent  fails  to  show  that  he  could  have  made  a  sale 
on  the  principal's  terms.  MiUigan  v.  Owen,  123  Iowa  285,  98 
N.  W.  792.    Contra,  Sec.  300. 
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Sec.  S69.    Notice  to  ajftnt  to  bind  the  principal  must  be  giyen 
wbile  acting  for  the  principal 

Notice  to  an  agent  to  bind  the  principal  must  be  given  to 
the  agent  while  engaged  in  the  business  and  negotiations  of 
the  principal,  or  when  it  would  be  a  breach  of  trust  in  the 
agent  not  to  communicate  the  knowledge  to  his  principal.  Pep- 
per V.  Oeorge,  51  Ala.  190;  Pringle  v.  Dunn,  37  Wis.  449. 

See.  360.    Broker,  on  finding  cnstomer  to  buy,  to  be  entitled 
to  commissions  must  give  principal  notice. 

Although  the  broker  finds  a  customer  before  the  principal 
seUs  the  property,  he  is  not  entitled  to  a  commission  if  he 
delays  to  notify  the  owner  until  after  a  sale  is  made  by  the 
latter.  Bears  v.  Hyland,  65  Minn.  150,  67  N.  W.  1148 ;  Barnett 
V.  Gluiing,  3  Ind.  App.  415,  29  N.  E.  154,  927 ;  Burnett  v.  Ed- 
ling,  19  Tex.  Civ.  App.  71,1,  48  S.  W.  775.  See  also  Sees.  489, 
558.    Compare  Sec.  871. 

Sec.  361.    Notice  waived  where  principal  instmcts  broker  to 
send  prospective  buyers  to  him. 

Where  a  real  estate  agent  is  instructed  by  the  principal  to 
send  persons  inquiring  about  the  property  to  the  latter,  the 
agent  is  not  required  to  notify  the  principal  of  the  fact  that  he 
has  sent  persons  to  him,  in  order  to  recover  conmiissions  on  a  sale 
to  any  of  such  persons.  Clifford  v.  Meyer,  6  Ind.  App.  633,  33 
N.  E.  127,  34  N.  E.  23.    Compare  Sees.  359,  360. 

Sec.  362.    Principal  can  not  reject  offer  through  broker,  and 
then  sell  and  escape  liability  for  commissions. 

Where  a  real  estate  agent  employed  to  sell  lands  introduces  the 
owner  to  a  purchaser  and  negotiations  are  commenced  through 
such  introduction,  the  agent  is  entitled  to  his  commissions  though 
a  sale  is  not  effected  at  first,  and  the  owner  declares  the  transac- 
tion ofF,  but  afterward  makes  the  sale  himself,  without  the  aid  of 
the  agent.  Scott  v.  Patterson,  53  Ark.  49,  13  S.  W.  419 ;  Day  v. 
PoHer,  161  111.  235,  43  N.  E.  1073 ;  Somers  v.  Wescott,  66  K  J. 
L.  551,  49  A.  462.    See  also  Sees.  317,  374a. 
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Sac.  862a.    Oral  agreement  to  act  as  sales  manager  nphdcL 

An  oral  agreement  employing  plaintiff  to  act  as  defendant's 
sales  manager,  receiving  5%  on  all  sales  made  by  defendant's 
sales  force  or  by  plaintiff;  held,  not  void  because  not  in  writing, 
under  L.  0.  L.,  Sec.  808,  subd.  8.  Sherman  v.  Clear  View  Or- 
chard Co.,  145  P.  264,  74  Or.  240. 

Sec.  363.    Agent  authorized  to  make  a  written  can  not  make 
an  oral  contract. 

An  agent  must  closely  follow  the  instructions  of  his  prin- 
cipal; therefore,  an  agent  authorized  to  enter  into  a  ''written 
contract"  for  the  sale  of  land,  can  not  enter  into  a  verbal 
agreement  for  its  sale.  Beming  v.  Pierce,  5  Watts  &  S.  (Pa.) 
548.    See  references  under  Sec.  307. 

Sec.  363a.    Broker  not  entitled  to  commisslona  on  contract 
not  in  conformity  with  authorization. 

Under  a  contract  providing  that  a  broker  on  securing  a  pnr* 
chaser  shall  receive  a  commission  ''when  the  contract  for  the 
sale  is  signed,"  the  broker  is  not  entitled  to  the  commission 
on  securing  a  parol  offer  which  is  accepted  by  the  principal, 
where  no  contract  of  sale  is  signed,  and  the  person  making 
the  offer  fails  to  complete  the  purchase.  Schlansky  v.  HiUman, 
111  N.  Y.  S.  696.    See  Sec.  556. 

Sec.  364.    Agent  acting  under  oral  authority  can  not  bind 
principal  by  written  covenants. 

An  agent  acting  under  parol  authority  can  not  bind  his 
principal  by  a  written  covenant  under  seal,  signed  with  the 
name  of  such  principal;  such  an  instrument  is  not,  in  any 
sense,  the  deed  of  the  principal,  unless  delivered  by  him.  JETar- 
shaw  V.  McKesson,  65  N.  0.  688.    See  references  under  Sec.  307. 
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SBCnONm 

3<UL  Poflt|Kmanait  by  purchaser 
— ^Broker  earns  commis- 
Bions. 

36(L  UndiBpnted  posaesaion  for 
years — ^Agent    authorized. 

3117.  Words  "placed  in  hands  of 
do  not  give  possession. 

seta.  The  word  "sell"  means  "to 
find  a  buyer". 

867b.  The  phrase,  "in  any  event", 
means  'Sfhatever  may  hap- 
pen". 

368.  Agent   paying  money — ^Takes 

deed  to  self  absolutely. 

369.  Principal    taking    land    for 

cash  liable  to  broker. 

370.  Principal  should  pay  broker 

who  produced   purchaser. 
370a.  Landowner  not  liable  to  oth- 
ers his  agents  employ. 

371.  Pool    to   divide   commissions 

bar«  recovery  by  broker. 
371a.  Brokers  may  make  oral  con- 
tracts   between    themselves 
to  divide  commissions. 


SBonoif. 

872.  Agent  to  make  repairs,  not 
permanent  improvement. 

373.  Broker  can  not  retain   com- 

missions from  purchase 
money. 

374.  Vendor  refusing  to  sell  liable 

for  commission. 

374a.  Owner  can  not,  by  refusing 
to  convey,  avoid  liability 
to  broker  for  earned  com- 
missions. 

376.  When  refusing  to  sell  broker 
not  entitled. 

376.  Other  property  taken  does 
not  deprive  broker  of  com- 
missions. 

877.  Broker  refused  land  for  com- 

mission may  take  cash. 

878.  Originally   agreeing  to   take, 

on  refusal,  can  not  recover 
in  money. 

870.  Release  by  one  broker  left 
other  entitled  to  half  of  re- 
maining land. 

880.  Release  of  vendee  does  not 
deprive  broker  of  fee. 


Sea  866.   Postponement  by  prospective  purchaser,  broker  not 
defeated  of  commissions  by  sale  throngb  another. 

Where  a  broker  put  his  principal  in  communication  with  a 
prospective  purchaser  for  his  lot,  and  the  prospective  pur- 
chaser postponed  the  proposition  for  the  time  being,  but  after- 
ward went  to  another  real  estate  agent,  who  was  known  to 
have  authority  to  sell  the  lot^  and  made  the  purchase  from  him 
at  a  slightly  reduced  price,  it  was  held  that  the  first  agent 
having  set  on  foot  inquiries  and  negotiations  that  culminated 
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in  the  sale  was  entitled  to  the  commission  therefor.  Cunliff  v. 
Hausman,  97  Mo.  App.  467,  71  S.  W.  368.    Compare  Sec.  370. 

Sec.  366.    PoBsession  undisputed  for  years  raises  presump- 
tion of  authority  of  agent  to  convegr. 

After  many  years  undisputed  possession  of  real  or  personal 
property  under  a  conveyance  executed  by  a  person  as  agent, 
his  authority  will  be  presumed.  Stockhridge  v.  West  Stock- 
bridge,  14  Mass.  257,  261. 

Sec.  367.    Words  ''placed  in  the  hands  of"  do  not  give  agent 
the  right  to  the  possession  of  the  property. 

The  expression  ** placed  in  the  hands  of to  be  sold" 

used  in  a  contract  by  which  one  person  agrees  to  sell  land 
for  another  for  a  commission,  does  not  confer  on  the  agent  a 
right  to  the  possession  of  the  real  estate;  it  is  a  familiar  form 
of  expression  used  to  indicate  the  appointment  of  an  agent  to 
sell  property.    Reeder  v.  Butler,  19  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  604. 

Sec.  367a.    The  word  ''sell"  held  to  mean  "to  find  a  buyer". 

As  used  in  a  real  estate  broker's  employment  contract  granting 
an  "exclusive  option  to  buy  or  sell*'  certain  property  within  a 
stated  time,  the  word  '^selP  means  to  find  a  purchaser  for.  Flem^ 
ing  V.  Hattan,  142  P.  971,  92  Kan.  948. 

Sec.  367b.    The  phrase  "in  any  event"  held  to  mean  "what- 
ever may  happen". 

Where  a  written  contract  for  the  sale  of  real  property  by  a 
broker  provided  that  it  should  be  maintained  "in  any  event*' 
until  a  certain  date,  the  words  "in  any  event"  meair  only  "what- 
ever may  happen,"  and  did  not  extend  the  operation  of  the  con- 
tract beyond  the  date  fixed.  Elsea  v.  Fassler,  154  P.  1067,  29 
Cal.  App.  187. 

Sec.  368.    Agent  buying  for  principal,  paying  purchase  money 
and  taking  deed  to  himself,  holds  absolutely. 

Where  a  man  employs  an  agent  by  parol  to  buy  an  estate, 
and  the  agent  accordingly  buys  it,  and  no*  part  of  the  considera- 
tion is  paid  by  the  principal  and  there  is  no  written  agreement 
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between  the  parties,  the  principal  can  not  compel  the  agent  to 
convey  the  estate  to  him.  Dorsey  y.  Clarke,  4  Har.  ft  J.  (Md.), 
651 ;  Pinnock  y.  Clough,  16  Vt.  600.    Compare  Sees.  462,  595. 

Sec.  369.    Principal  accepting  property  in  lien  of  caA,  liable 
to  broker  for  commissions. 

A  broker  is  entitled  to  his  commissions  for  effecting  a  sale 
where  the  principal  without  oh.iecting  accepts  property  in  lieu 
of  cash.  Clark  v.  Allen,  125  Cal.  276,  57  P.  985 ;  Rabb  v.  John- 
ion,  28  Ind.  App.  665,  63  N.  E.  580 ;  Orether  v.  McCormick,  79 
Mo.  App.  325 ;  Kennerly  v.  SomervUle,  68  Mo.  App.  222 ;  8.  E. 
Crowley  Co.  v.  Myers,  69  N.  J.  L.  245,  55  A.  305 ;  Showaker  v. 
Kelly,  21  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  390;  Thornton  v.  Moody  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.  93),  24  S.  W.  331.    See  also  Sees.  275,  376. 


Sec.  370.    Principal  should  pay  the  broker  who  procured  the 
purchaser. 

Where  real  estate  is  placed  for  sale  in  the  hands  of  two 
independent  brokers  under  an  arrangement  with  the  owner 
assented  to  by  both  of  them  that  the  commission  shall  be  paid  to 
the  one  selling  the  property,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  owner  to  pay 
the  commission  to  the  one  actually  producing  a  purchaser  and 
consummating  a  sale.  Daniels  y.  Columbia  Heights  Land  Co., 
9  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  483.  See  Winans  v.  Jacques,  10  Daly  (N. 
Y.)  487.    Compare  Sec.  365. 


Sea  S70a.    Landowner  not  liable  to  other  agents  whom 
agent  may  employ. 

A  landowner  may  select  his  own  agent  for  the  sale  of  his 
land  without  becoming  personally  responsible  to  other  agents 
whom  the  first  agent  may  employ  to  assist  him  in  carrying  out 
the  undertaki^ig.  Lanhart  v.  Bean,  161  N.  W.  464,  —  Iowa 
Sup.  — . 

Sea  371.    Agreement  between  brokers  to  divide  commissions 
bars  recoyery  thereof. 

Where  defendant  employed  plaintifF  as  his  agent  to  effect  an 
exchange  of  defendant's  property,  plaintiff  being  given  discre- 
tion as  to  the  valuation  to  be  placed  on  the  property,   and 
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plaintiff  and  the  agent  of  the  owner  with  whom  the  exchange 
was  made  agreed  to  pool  their  commissions  and  divide  the  pool, 
the  commissions  heing  based  on  the  valuation,  plaintiff  was  not 
entitled  to  recover  conmiissions.  Quinn  v.  Burton,  195  Mass. 
277,  81  N.  E.  257;  Levy  v.  Spencer,  18  Colo.  532,  23  P.  416; 
Norman  v.  Roseman,  59  Mo.  App.  682;  Armstrong  v.  O'Brien, 
83  Tex.  635,  19  S.  W.  268 ;  Shepard  v.  Hill,  6  Wash.  605,  34  P. 
159;  Carder  v.  O'Neill,  207  Mo.  632,  106  S.  W.  10;  Plotner  v. 
Chillian  (Okla.  Sup.  '08),  95  P.  775;  Peaden  v.  Marler,  189  P. 
741,  —  Okl.  Sup.  — ;  Whittle  v.  Klipper,  165  N.  W.  425,  — 
Iowa  Sup.  — .  If  the  principals  have  knowledge  of  the  pool  and 
do  not  object  thereto,  the  broker  is  not  barred  recovery  of  com- 
missions. KurinsJcy  v.  Lynch  (Mass.  '09),  87  N.  E.  70;  Bearing 
V.  Sears,  3  N.  Y.  S.  31.  Compare  Alvard  v.  CooJe,  174  Mass.  120, 
54  N.  E.  499. 

Sec  371a.    Brokers  may  make  oral  contracts  between  them* 
selves  to  divide  commissioiis. 

Hem.  and  Bal.  Code,  Sec.  5289,  providing  that  an  agreement 
employing  a  broker  to  sell  real  estate  for  a  commission  shall  be 
void  unless  in  writing,  only  applies  to  contracts  between  a  land- 
owner and  a  broker  employed  to  sell,  so  that  brokers  may  make 
a  valid  oral  contract  between  themselves  to  divide  commissions 
from  the  sale  of  land.  James  v.  Kehoe,  112  P.  19,  65  Wash. 
281;  Leigh  v.  Yancey,  120  P.  512,  67  Wash.  18;  Orr  v.  PerJcy 
Inv,  Co.,  118  P.  19,  65  Wash.  281. 

Where  the  conditions  of  a  written  contract  for  an  exchange  of 
properties  were  not  performed,  and  the  broker,  to  induce  the 
carrying  out  of  the  contract,  orally  agreed  to  reduce  his  commis- 
sion, and  the  contract  was  performed,  the  oral  contract  as  to 
commissions  was  substantially  performed,  and  the  broker  was 
entitled  to  recover,  notwithstanding  Bern,  and  Bal.  Code,  5289. 
Leigh  v.  Yancey,  120  P.  512,  67  Wash.  18. 

Where  a  broker,  under  contract  to  procure  a  purchaser  of  real 
estate,  employed  a  third  person  to  assist  in  procuring  a  purchaser 
for  a  share  of  commissions,  and  the  third  person  showed  another 
how  he  could  make  money  by  purchasing  the  property,  and  the 
broker  sold  the  property  to  him,  the  right  of  the  third  person  to 
recover  his  share  of  the  commissions  was  established.  Casey  v. 
Bichards,  101  P.  36,  10  Cal.  App.  57. 
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8ec  S72.    Anlhorily  to  an  agent  to  make  neceflsary  repairs, 
does  not  extend  to  permanent  improvements. 

If  one  employed  to  manage  property  for  its  owner  is  empow- 
ered to  make  sach  repairs  only  as  are  necessary  to  preserve  and 
protect  the  property  from  ordinary  wear  and  tear,  he  can  not 
charge  the  owner  with  the  expense  of  permanent  improvements, 
or  of  rebuilding  after  a  fire.  Beckman  v.  Wilson,  61  CaL  335 ; 
Planer  v.  Equitable  L.  A.  8oc.  (N.  J.  Ch.  '97),  37  A.  668.  See 
references  under  Sec.  307. 

Sec.  373.    Broker  can  not^  unless  authorized,  retain  oommis- 
sions  from  purchase  money. 

Where  real  estate  was  placed  in  the  hands  of  brokers  for 
sale,  and  they  purchased  it  from  the  agent  of  the  owner  with 
power  to  sell,  such  agent  had  no  legal  right  to  retain  com- 
miasions  out  of  the  price  received,  in  the  absence  of  a  specific 
agreement  to  that  effect.  Knott  v.  Midkiff,  114  La.  234,  38 
S.  153.    See  also  Sec.  285,  and  references  imder  Sec.  307. 

Sec.  374.    Vendor  by  refusal  to  sell,  liable  to  broker  for  com- 
mission, though  to  be  paid  by  customer. 

W.  employed  G.  &  B.  to  purchase  a  lot  for  him  upon  certain 
terms,  stipulating  that  the  compensation  of  the  latter  was  to  be 
deducted  from  the  purchase  money  going  to  the  vendor,  and 
was  in  no  event  to  be  paid  by  W.  Held,  that  W.  would  be 
liable  to  C.  &  B.  for  their  proper  fees  in  case  of  a  violation  of 
the  contract  by  W.  in  refusing  to  take  the  property.  Cavender 
V.  Waddingham,  2  Mo.  App.  661;  Bird  v.  Blackwell,  (Mo.  App. 
'09),  115  S.  W.  487.    See  also  Sees.  197,  464. 


Sec.  374a.    Owner  can  not,  by  refusing  to  convey,  avoid 
bility  to  the  broker  for  earned  commissions. 

An  owner  can  not,  by  refusing  to  convey,  avoid  liability  to  the 
broker  for  services  rendered  in  procuring  a  purchaser  while  the 
contract  of  employment  was  in  force.  Johnson  v.  Huber  (Kan. 
8np.  ^09),  103  P.  99.    See  also  Sec.  362.    Compare  Sec.  375. 

It  is  sufficient  to  entitle  a  broker  to  his  commissions  that  it 
appears  that  a  sale  was  effected  through  his  agency  in  procuring 
a  purchaser^  and  his  right  is  not  affected  by  refusal  of  the  seller 
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to  perform  the  contract  made^  whether  in  good  or  had  faith. 
Baldwin  y.  Jardine,  Mathum  &  Co.,  261  F.  861;  Newman  t. 
Lumley,  125  111.  App.  382;  Schneider  v.  Commons,  190  HI.  App. 
121. 

Sec.  375.    Principal  refnsing  to  sell,  broker  not  entitled  to 
commiarion,  in  the  absence  of  an  established  custom. 

It  is  the  custom  of  land  agents  or  brokers  in  Wisconsin  to 
charge  and  receive  three  per  cent,  of  the  amount  of  the  pur- 
chase money.  K.  verbally  employed  P.,  a  land  broker,  to  sell 
for  liim  certain  lands  at  a  fixed  price.  P.  found  a  person  who 
was  ready  and  willing  to  purchase  on  the  proposed  terms  when 
K.  refused  to  sell ;  P.  then  brought  suit,  declaring  upon  a  con- 
tract or  promise  of  K.  to  pay  three  per  cent,  of  the  purchase 
money  agreeably  to  usage  in  such  cases.  But  it  was  held  that 
such  rate  of  compensation  and  such  implied  contract  depended 
upon  the  consummation  of  the  sale.  Usage  in  order  to  enter 
into  and  become  a  part  of  the  law  of  contract  or  trade  must 
be  established  so  clearly  and  explicitly,  and  be  so  notorious  that 
the  party  must  be  presumed  to  know  it  and  to  have  contracted 
with  reference  to  it.  Power  v.  Kane,  5  Wis.  265.  See  Cavender 
V.  Waddingham,  2  Mo.  App.  551.  Compare  Sec.  374a. 

Sec.  376.    Broker  not  deprived  of  commissions  as  to  pert  of 
consideration  paid  by  other  property. 

Where  a  broker  produces  an  acceptable  purchaser  in  the 
manner  and  under  the  agreement  stated,  he  will  not  be  de- 
prived of  his  commissions  because  the  principal  part  of  the 
consideration  for  the  land  by  the  buyer  is  other  real  estate 
which  he  owned.  Driesbach  v.  Rollins,  39  Kan.  268,  18  P.  187. 
See  also  Sec.  275,  369. 

Sec.  377.    Broker  agreeing  to  take  real  estate  for  compensa- 
tion, on  refusal  can  recover  in  cash. 

A  broker  who,  after  performance  of  his  contract,  agrees  to 
take  real  estate  as  compensation,  upon  the  principal's  refusal 
to  convey  the  realty,  is  entitled  to  recover  the  commission  in 
cash.  Morey  v.  Harvey,  18  Colo.  40 ;  31  P.  719.  Compare  Bau 
ley  V.  Gardner,  6  Abb.  N.  C.  (N.  Y.)  147.  See  also  Sec.  468. 
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See.  378.    Brdcer  originally  agreeing  to  take  realty  for  com- 
pensation, on  refusal,  can  not  recover  in  mon^. 

The  plaintiff,  who  was  a  real  estate  broker,  agreed  before 
certain  commissions  were  earned  by  him,  to  take  payment  of 
them  in  lots  of  land,  and  afterwards  selected  the  lots  he  would 
take;  a  deed  thereof  was  duly  tendered  and  refused.  Held, 
that  he  could  not  recover  the  commission  in  money,  on  the 
ground  that  the  agreement  to  convey  the  land  was  void.  Bailey 
V.  Gardner,  6  Abb.  N.  C.  (N.  Y.)  147.  Compare  Morey  v. 
Harvey,  18  Colo.  40,  31  P.  719. 

Sec.  379.    Belease  to  owner  by  one  broker  left  the  other  enti- 
tled to  one-half  of  remaining  land. 

An  owner  employed  a  broker  to  procure  a  purchaser  for  a 
tract  of  land;  the  broker,  with  the  owner's  consent,  employed  a 
third  person  to  assist  in  procuring  a  purchaser;  the  owner 
thereupon  executed  an  agreement  reciting  that  the  broker  and 
the  third  person  were  to  receive  any  amount  above  $17,000  for 
the  whole  tract;  a  purchaser  agreed  to  take  a  part  of  the  tract 
at  $20,000;  the  owner  paid  the  broker  his  commissions,  re- 
ceiving a  receipt  in  full.  Held,  that  the  third  person  was  en- 
titled to  the  half  of  the  land  remaining  unsold,  but  not  to  any 
part  released  to  the  owner  by  the  broker  by  his  receipt  in  full, 
and  objection  to  the  contract  sued  on,  on  the  ground  that  it 
was  within  the  statute  of  frauds,  comes  too  late  after  judgment. 
Ewart  V.  Toung,  119  Mo.  App.  483,  96  S.  W.  420.  Amendment 
allowable  in  Appellate  Court.  Bcmsch  v.  McCormell,  13  Ohio 
Cir.  Ct.  640. 

Sec.  380.    Belease  by  vendor  of  vendee  firom  his  obligation 
does  not  deprive  broker  of  right  to  conunisaions. 

A  broker  has  earned  his  commissions  when  he  has  presented 
a  customer  whom  the  owner  accepts,  and  evidences  such  accept- 
ance by  entering  into  an.  enforceable,  binding  contract;  the 
action  of  the  vendor  in  releasing  a  vendee  from  his  obligations, 
for  reasons  suiting  his  own  convenience,  can  not  affect  the 
right  of  the  broker  to  recover  his  commissions.  Packer  v. 
Bheppard,  127  HI.  App.  598;  Ward  v.  Cobb,  148  Mass.  518, 
20  N.  E.  174;  Beciwiih-Anderson  Co.  v.  ATKson,  147  P.  482,  26 
Cal.  App.  473 ;  Levy  v.  Griffith,  74  S.  613,  113  Miss.  659. 
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Sec.  381.    Agent  to  collect  rent  not  anthoriaed  to  employ  bro- 
ker to  sell  land. 

The  issue  was,  whether  one  executing  a  contract  on  behalf 
of  a  landowner  had  authority  so  to  do^  and  it  was  shown  that 
330 
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he  was  authorized  by  one  who  was  engaged  in  renting  property 
and  collecting  rents  for  the  landowner.  Held,  that  the  relations 
between  the  rent  agent  and  the  owner  were  not  sufScient  to 
warrant  an  inference  of  authority  to  empower  the  person  execut- 
ing the  contract.  TopKff  v.  Shadwell,  64  Kan.  884,  67  P.  646 ; 
Eunn  V.  Ashion,  121  Iowa,  266,  96  N.  W.  746.  See  also  Sec. 
392  and  reference  under  Sec.  307. 

See.  381a.    Agents  to  rent  and  care  for  land  may  purchased 
for  themselveB. 

Agents  to  rent  and  care  for  land,  not  agents  for  the  sale  there- 
of; held,  entitled  to  negotiate  and  purchase  for  themselves, 
though  the  owner  did  not  know  that  they  were  the  real  purchasers. 
Fred  Brown  &  Co.  v.  Cash,  146  K  W.  80,  165  Iowa,  221. 

See.  S82.    Broker  required  to  refund  ooninusaions  when  he  has 
acted  in  bad  faith. 

Where,  after  confirmation  of  sale,  the  owner  pays  to  the 
broker  the  commissions  agreed  on,  and  afterwards  discovers 
that  the  title  to  the  land  he  has  received  in  exchange  is  defec- 
tive, and  the  representations  made  as  to  the  situation  and 
value  are  false.  JSeldy  before  he  can  recover  from  such  broker 
the  conmiissions  so  paid  for  the  exchange,  he  must  further  show 
that  the  broker  acted  in  bad  faith,  and  concealed  from  him 
information  possessed  by  said  broker  in  regard  to  the  title, 
situation  and  value  of  the  land.  Lockwood  v.  Halsey,  41  Kan. 
166,  21  P.  98;  Yolker  v.  Fish  (N.  J.  Ch.  '09),  72  A.  1011.  See 
also  Sec.  323. 

Sec.  383.    Beceipt  by  broker,  signed  by  himself  as  agents  binds 
him  individually. 

Where  brokers,  making  a  sale,  give  the  vendee  a  receipt  for 
the  first  payment,  signed  by  themselves  as  agents,  in  which  it 
is  stated,  '4t  is  agreed  that  in  case  the  title  appears  to  be  not 
good,  this  $1,000  will  be  refunded  by  us,"  they  are  personally 
liable  to  the  vendee,  in  case  of  failure  of  title,  even  though  the 
contract  of  sale  by  the  vendor  contains  a  similar  provision. 
Mead  v.  Altgeld,  136  lU.  298,  26  N.  E.  388;  Beed  v.  BiddXe,  48 

N.  J.  Ch.  369,  7  A.  487 ;  Smith  v.  E.  E.  Orr  Co.,  147  P.  1,  84 
Wash.  661.    See  also  Sees.  76a,  168. 
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Sec.  384.    Where  agent  gives  receipt  in  name  of  principal, 
purchaser  must  look  to  latter. 

Where  an  agent  receipts  for  money  in  the  name  of  his  prin- 
cipal,  the  purchaser  mnst  look  to  the  latter  to  account  for  it^  and 
can  not  recover  from  the  agent,  whether  the  latter  has  delivered 
it  to  his  principal  or  not.  McCubhin  v.  Oraham,  4  Kan.  340; 
Bamford  v.  Shuitleworth,  11  Ad.  &  £1.  (Eng.),  926;  Hancock 
V.  Qomery,  58  Barb.  (N.  Y.),  490;  Colvin  v.  HolbrooJe,  2  N.  Y. 
126;  Costigan  v.  Newland,  12  Barb.  (N.  Y.),  1456.  See  Sees. 
385,  642b. 

Sec.  385.   Becepit  in  name  of  principal,  purchaser  may  recall 
before  money  is  paid  to  him. 

If  a  party  who  has  paid  money  to  an  agent  for  the  use  of  his 
principal  becomes  entitled  to  recall  it,  he  may,  upon  notice  to  the 
agent,  recall  it,  provided  the  agent  has  not  paid  it  over  to  his 
principal.  Bamford  v.  Shuttleivorih,  11  Ad.  &  El.  (Eng.),  926; 
Saddle  v.  Evans,  4  Burr,  1984;  1  Pars.  Con.  79;  Story  on  Ag., 
Sec.  300.     Compare  Sees.  642b,  384. 

See.  385a.    Receipt  of  broker  for  purchase  money  bound 
owner. 

Where  real  estate  brokers  conducted  negotiations  between  plain- 
tiffs and  defendant  for  a  sale  of  land,  receipt  by  them  of  the 
purchase  money  from  defendant  was  in  legal  effect  a  receipt 
thereof  by  plaintiffs.    Wilson  v.  White,  119  P.  895,  161  Cal.  453. 

Sec.  386.    Creditor  authorized  to  collect  rent  can  not  pay  there- 
firom  his  own  debt. 

A.  authorized  B.  to  collect  certain  rents,  and  directed  him  to 
apply  them,  (1)  to  the  payment  of  certain  demands  due  to 
third  persons,  and  then  to  the  payment  of  a  mortgage  held  by 
B.  B.  collected  the  rents,  which  did  not  amount  to  enough  to 
pay  the  preferred  demands,  and  appropriated  them  all  to  his 
own  claim.  In  an  action  by  A.  for  the  money,  Held,  that  B. 
could  not  set  off  his  ovim  demand.  Tagg  v.  Bowman,  108  Pa. 
St  273.    See  references  under  See.  307. 


PBINOIPiLL  AND  AGENT.  833 

See.  387.    Agent  to  collect  rent  must  apply  the  same  as  di- 
rected by  principal. 

Where  defendant,  after  he  had  been,  by  an  instrument  in 
writing,  authorized  by  the  owner  of  land  to  collect  rents  and 
make  certain  disposition  thereof,  accepted  an  order  by  such 
owner  directing  him  to  pay  a  specific  portion  of  the  accrued 
rents  to  the  payee  therein,  this  was  a  modification  of  the  orig- 
inal agreement  and  binding  upon  defendant,  though  he  might 
otherwise  have  been  entitled  to  apply  such  rent  to  the  satisfac- 
tion of  claims  held  by  him.  Oray  v.  Barge,  50  N.  W.  1014, 
47  Minn.  498. 

Sec.  388.    Broker  actinig  in  the  interest  of  others,  not  entitled 
to  share  in  transaction  negotiated  for  principal. 

An  agreement  that  a  land  agent  shall  have  an  interest  in 
transactions  negotiated  by  him,  does  not  entitle  him  to  share 
in  a  transaction  in  which  he  acted  for  other  persons  from  whom 
he  received  compensation  for  effecting  the  sale.  Home  v.  In^ 
graham,  125  111.  198,  16  N.  E.  868.    See  also  Sees.    290,  314. 

Sec.  389.    Broker  purchasing  property  not  entitled  to  commis- 
sions for  its  sale. 

An  agreement  by  a  real  estate  agent  to  divide  commissions  on 
the  sale  of  certain  property  if  plaintiff  should  find  a  purchaser 
does  not  entitle  plaintiff  to  a  share  of  the  commission^  where  he 
and  a  third  person  purchased  the  property.  Morganstem  v.  Hillj 
28  N.  Y.  S.  704,  8  Misc.  356;  Hess  v.  OcUlagher,  117  N.  Y.  S. 
960.    See  also  Sec.  290.    Compare  Sec.  40. 

Sec  389a.  Agent  can  not  become  the  buyer  of  the  principal's 
property,  even  when  sold  at  particular  price. 

An  agent  can  not  become  the  buyer  of  the  principal's  property, 
even  when  there  is  a  sale  at  a  particular  price.  RucJcman  v. 
BurgJiolz,  37  N.  J.  L.  437;  Armstrong  v.  Elliott,  29  Mich.  485. 
Compare  Sees.  40,  290.  Welling  v.  Paulsen  (Mich.  Sup.  '10),  125 
N.  W.  373;  Single  v.  Eussell,  80  A.  164,  114  Md.  418;  Sawyer  v. 
Issenbuh,  141  N.  W.  378,  31  S.  D.  502. 
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860.  S89b.    When  emplojred  to  pnrduuie,  agent  oan  not  lell  bis 
own  property  to  prindpaL 

When  employed  to  purchase  an  agent  can  not  sell  his  own 
property  to  his  principal.  Deep  River,  etc.,  v.  Fox,  4  Ired. 
(N.  G.)  Eq.  61;  Banks  v.  Judah,  8  Conn.  145;  Matthews  v. 
Light,  32  Me.  305;  Copeland  v.  M.  Ins.  Co.,  6  Pick.  (Mass.) 
198;  Moore  v.  Mandlebaum,  8  Mich;  433;  Moore  v.  Moore,  5 
N.  Y.  256 ;  Sturdevant  v.  Pike,  1  Ind.  277 ;  Segar  v.  Edtoards, 
11  Leigh  (Ya.)  213;  Shannon  v.  Marmaduke,  14  Tex.  217; 
Cumberland,  etc.,  Co,  v.  Sherman,  30  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  553. 

Sec.  389c.    Oircomstanoes  under  which  agent  bad  a  right  to 
purchase  the  property  for  himself. 

Defendant  was  employed  to  effect  a  purchase  of  real  estate 
at  a  price  not  to  exceed  $51,000,  and  to  take  a  contract  there- 
for in  his  own  name,  to  be  assigned  to  plaintiff.  Held,  that 
after  using  all  reasonable  efforts  to  obtain  said  property  for 
plaintiff  at  the  limited  sum,  without  success,  he  had  a  right  to 
purchase  the  same  for  himself  at  the  sum  of  $52,000,  the  con- 
tract of  employment  fixing  the  law  of  the  case,  without  regard 
to  the  fiduciary  relations  of  the  parties.  Pearsdll  v.  Hirch,  14 
N.  Y.  S.  305;  Clark  v.  Delario  (Mass.  Sup.  '10),  91  N.  B.  299. 

See  also  Sec.  40. 

Sec  390.    Broker  employing  liable  for  fraud  of  mb-agent. 

A  broker  is  liable  for  the  fraud  of  a  sub-agent  employed  by 
him,  and  not  in  privity  with  the  broker's  principal.  Barnard  y. 
Coffin,  141  Mas3.  37,  C  N.  E.  364;  Estes  v.  Crosiy,  176  N.  W. 
933,  amend,  of  man.  den.,  177  N.  W.  512,  —  Wis.  Sup.  — .  See 
also  Sec.  25. 

See.  S90a.    Snb-agent  acting  in  good  faith  not  liable  for  nda- 
take  of  his  prinoipal. 

Where  a  sub-agent  had  reasonable  grounds  to  understand  that 
the  price  given  him  by  the  principal  agent  was  the  owner's  price, 
and  concealed  no  material  fact  within  his  knowledge  from  the 
purchasers,  he  incurred  no  liability  by  reason  of  his  representa- 
tion that  this  was  the  owner's  lowest  price,  as  an  agent,  acting  in 
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good  faith  and  with  reasonable  care,  is  not  liable  for  a  mistake  of 
his  principal.  Bates  v.  Crosby,  176  N.  W.  933,  amend,  of  man. 
den.,  177  N.  W.  612,  —  Wis.  Sup.  — . 

See.  891.    Snb-agmt  concealing  fact  from  principal  deprived 
broker  of  right  to  commlailon. 

"Where  a  sab-agent  conceals  from  the  principal  the  fact  that 
he  18  acting  for  the  agent,  the  latter  can  not  recover  a  com- 
mission. MuUen  v.  Bower,  22  Ind.  App.  294,  53  N.  E.  790. 
See  also  Sees.  25,  291. 

See.  S92.    Sab-agent  exceeding  aathority  can  not  bind  the 
principal  for  commiaaions. 

An  agent  to  receive  bids  for  property,  who  has  no  authority 
to  consummate  a  sale,  can  not  appoint  a  sub-agent  so  as  to 
bind  the  principal  for  commissions  on  a  sale  made  to  a  pur- 
chaser found  by  such  sub-agent  Jones  v.  Brand,  106  Ey.  410, 
20  Ey.  L.  B.  1997,  50  S.  W.  679.    See  also  Sees.  381,  395. 

See.  S92a.    Broker  seUing  on  terms  vaiying  trcm  instrnctions. 

"Where  a  broker  was  employed  to  sell  property  to  certain 
persons  on  a  payment  down  of  $17,500,  he  could  not  bind  his 
principal  by  accepting  a  part  payment  of  $10  only,  and  hence 
was  not  entitled  to  the  commissions.  Stouienburg  v.  Evans 
(Iowa  Sup.  '09),  120  N.  W.  59.    See  references  under  Sec.  307. 

Sec.  392b.    Broker  departing  from  instructions  in  making  sale. 

A  broker  employed  to  find  a  purchaser  who  would  pay  the 
purchase  price,  and  in  addition  assume  such  assessments  as 
might  be  levied  against  the  property,  did  not  comply  with  the 
terms  given  him  so  as  to  be  entitled  to  the  commission,  where, 
in  his  agreement  with  the  proposed  purchaser,  it  was  provided 
that  the  purchaser  might  assume  the  assessments,  and  if  he 
did  deduct  them  from  the  price.  Kane  v.  Dawson,  52  Wash. 
411,  100  P.  837.    See  references  under  Sec.  307. 

Sea  893.    Principal  not  liable  to  compensate  sub-agent  em- 
ployed by  broker. 

Ordinarily  the  principal  is  not  liable  to  compensate  a  sub- 
agent  employed  by  the  broker  to  sell  the  property,  although 
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authorized  to  take  any  steps  necessary.  Carroll  v.  Tucker,  21 
N.  Y.  S.  952,  2  Misc.  397;  Mason  v.  CUfton,  3  P.  &  P.  (Eng.) 
899 ;  J.  B.  Watkins  Ld.  Mtge.  Co.  v.  Thetford  (Tex.  Civ.  App. 
'06),  96  S.  W.  72;  Benham  v.  Ferris  (Mich.  Sup.  '10),  124 
N.  W.  538;  Sterling  v.  DeLaune  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '07),  105 
S.  W.  1169.  See  also  Sec.  25.  Unless  he  has  ratified  the  ap- 
pointment of  the  sub-agent.  Warren  Cam.,  etc.,  Co.  v.  B.  E, 
Co.,  120  Mo.  App.  432,  96  S.  W.  1038. 

Sec.  394.    Broker  not  liable  for  poor  gale  by  sub-agent. 

If  an  owner  of  land  employs  a  broker  to  sell  it,  and  the 
broker  employs  an  agent  in  the  place  where  the  land  is,  and 
the  broker  honestly  believes  an  offer  made  by  the  agent  to 
be  a  good  one,  and  so  states  to  the  owner,  who  accepts  the  offer 
in  reliance  on  what  is  told  him,  the  broker  is  not  liable  if  the 
offer  turns  out  to  have  been  a  poor  one,  he  having  used  rea- 
sonable care  in  the  matter.    Barnard  v.  Coffin,  188  Mass.  37. 

Sec.  S94a.    When  agent  without  implied  power  to  appoint 
8ub-agent. 

The  power  of  a  real  estate  broker  to  give  an  option  for  a  lim- 
ited time^  and  to  extend  such  time,  is  in  the  nature  of  a  personal 
trust,  so  as  to  negative  any  implied  power  to  appoint  a  sub-agent 
for  whose  services  the  principal  will  be  liable.  Sorenson  v.  Smith, 
129  P.  737,  65  Or.  78,  51  L.  B.  A.  (N.  S.),  6ie,  Ann.  Cas. 
1915  A,  1127;  judg.  aff.  on  re.,  131  P.  1022,  65  Or.  78. 
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BBcnoN.  ncnoir* 

410a.  Broker  authorized  to  sell  for  realty  can  not  be  modiiled 

half  cash  and  remainder  on  orally.  ' 

time   can   not  eell   for   all  412.    Failing  to  disclose  best  terms 

cash.  bars   commissions. 

411.    Ckmtract  modified,  rights  de-  412a.  Broker      understating     price 

pend  on  new.  obtainable  liable  to  princi- 

411a.  Written     authority     to     sell  pal  for  loss. 


Sec.  395.    Sub-agent  violatiiig  inrtructions  in  obtaining  offer 
in  advance  of  bids. 

One  who  has  been  employed  by  the  agent  to  assist  him  in  ob* 
tainiog  bids  for  property^  was  not  acting  under  that  authoriiy 
when  he  advised  others  to  make  the  principal  an  offer  in  advance 
of  the  bid  obtained  by  the  agent  which  was  about  to  be  accepted 
by  the  principal.  Jones  v.  Brand,  106  Ky.  410,  20  Ky.  L.  B. 
1997,  50  S.  W.  679.    See  Sees.  381,  392. 

Sec.  886.    Sub-agent  ordinarily  entitled  to  share  of  one-half 
the  commiflsions. 

Where,  in  an  action  for  a  division  of  broker's  commissions,  de- 
fendant agreed  to  pay  one-half  of  the  commissions  earned  on  the 
sale,  and  defendant  admitted  receiving  $287.50,  it  was  proper  for 
the  court  to  assess  plaintiff's  damages  at  one-half  of  such  sum. 
McCleary  v.  Willis,  36  Wash.  676,  77  P.  1073;  Bray  v.  Biggs, 
110  Mo.  App.  630,  85  S.  W.  116. 

Sec.  S96a.   Sub-agent  confined  to  share  stipulated,  and  not  en- 
titled to  share  of  extra  commission  to  chief. 

Where  owner  of  property  agreed  to  pay  plaintiffs  5%  commis- 
sion for  a  sale,  and  they  engaged  defendants  to  assist  them,  agree- 
ing to  give  them  %  of  such  commission,  they  are  not  entitled  to 
share  any  further  commission  which  owner  agreed  to  give  plain- 
tiffs. Smith  V.  Goldshorough,  167  N.  T.  Sup.  297,  179  App. 
Div.  769. 

Sec.  397.   Agreement  with  sub-agent  to  divide  fees  binding  on 
producing  purchaser. 

Where  plaintiff  was  authorized  by  the  owner  of  land  to  sell 
it,  and  agreed  to  share  the  commission  with  defendant  in  case 


PBINOIPAL  AND  AGBHT.  339 

the  latter  found  a  purchaser,  the  contract  was  unilateral,  binding 
on  neither  party  until  defendant  found  a  purchaser.  Wefel  v. 
Smiman,  151  Ala.  249,  44  S.  203;  Casey  v.  Richards,  101  P.  36 
(Cal.  App.  '09);  Painter  v.  Lamb,  66  Pa.  Super  Ct.  13;  Pry  or 
▼.  Scott,  200  S.  W.  909,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ;  SteinhrooJc  v.  TFi7- 
son,  190  P.  606,  —  Kan.  Sup.  — ;  Winslow  v.  Day,  183  N.  Y. 
Sup.  2;  Piper  v.  Allen,  219  S.  W.  98,  —  Mo.  App.  — ;  John  v. 
Thrower,  75  S.  E.  819,  11  Ga.  App.  494.    See  also  Sec.  20. 

Sec  S97a.   Sub-agent  entitled  to  balf  oonndflsion  growing  out 
of  combined  option  and  sale. 

There  was  a  consummation  of  a  sale  to  a  customer  of  plaintiff, 
a  real  estate  agent,  so  as  to  entitle  him  to  half  the  commission 
under  an  agreement  with  defendant,  another  real  estate  agent, 
though  only  an  option  was  given  such  customer,  and  then  a  resale 
was  made  directly  from  the  first  vendor  to  the  second  vendee,  and 
division  of  the  price  paid  by  the  second  vendee  made  on  the  basis 
of  the  two  sales.  C  of  man  v.  Dyas  Realty  Co.,  159  S.  W.  842, 
176  Mo.  App.  692. 

Sec  S87b.    Sub-agent  employed  to  assist  entitled  to  recover 
regardless  of  yalue  of  service  rendered. 

In  an  action  against  brokers  to  recover  for  services  rendered  in 
assisting  them  in  making  a  sale,  plaintiff's  right  to  recover  did 
not  depend  on  whether  he  was  the  procuring  cause,  but  whether 
he  did  assist,  and  whether  his  services  were  of  any  value,  provided 
there  was  a  contract  for  such  services,  either  express  or  implied. 
Piper  v.  Allen,  219  S.  W.  98,  —  Mo.  App.  — . 

Sec  398.    One  employing  an  agent  to  find  a  purchaser  liable 
for  commissions. 

One  who  employed  a  broker  to  find  a  purchaser  for  real  estate, 
and  who  did  not  disclose  to  the  broker  that  he  was  acting  as  an 
agent,  and  did  not  disclose  his  principal  until  after  the  broker 
had  found  a  purchaser,  was  liable  to  the  broker  for  commissions. 
Tauhenblatt  v.  Galewski,  108  N.  Y.  S.  588.    See  also  Sec.  222. 

Where  an  owner's  broker  employed  plaintiff  to  sell  the  real 
estate,  agreeing  to  pay  one-half  of  the  commission  in  case  of  a 
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sale  on  the  tenns  specified^  and  the  owner  thereafter  ratified  such 
employment^  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  commissions  against 
the  owner^  and  was  not  limited  to  its  action  against  the  broker. 
Warren  Com.  £  Inv.  Co.  v.  Leon  L.  Hull  R.  E.  Co.,  96  S.  W. 
1038,  120  Mo.  App.  432. 

Sec.  399.    Secretly  learning  price  of  property  and  sending 
buyer,  broker  not  entitled  to  commissions. 

Where  owners  of  real  estate  expressly  refused  to  employ  the 
plaintiff,  a  broker,  in  selling  their  property,  it  was  held  that  the 
mere  fact  that  the  plaintiff,  having  ascertained  the  price  charged 
for  the  property,  sent  a  purchaser,  to  whom  a  sale  was  effected, 
did  not  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  recover  commissions.  Pierce  v. 
Thomas,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  354.    See  also  Sec.  443. 

Sec.  S99a.    Broker  entitled  to  commission  on  sale  by  owner 
to  his  customer  stopping  broker  from  completing. 

Broker  entitled  to  commission  for  sale  made  by  owner  after 
holding  up  negotiations  begun  by  the  broker.  Hutto  v.  Stongh  & 
Homshy,  47  S.  1031,  157  Ala.  566;  Alexander  v.  8mUh,  61  S. 
68,  180  Ala.  541. 

Sec.  400.    Secretly  representing  both  parties  defeats  broker's 
right  to  commissions. 

A  real  estate  agent  who  secretly  undertakes  to  represent 
both  parties,  is  not  permitted  to  recover  commissions  from 
either.  Williams  v.  Moore-Oaunt  Co.,  3  Ga.  App.  756,  60  S.  E. 
372;  Hess  v.  Gallagher,  117  N.  Y.  S.  960;  John  v.  Thrower,  75 
S.  E.  819,  11  Ga.  App.  494;  Welch  v.  Oarrett  Biblical  Ins.,  186 
111.  App.  191;  Wheeler  v.  Lawler,  110  N.  E.  273,  222  Mass.  210; 
Cohn  V.  Cohen,  157  KT.  Y.  Sup.  125;  Crawford  v.  Surety  Inv.  Co., 
139  P.  481,  91  Kan.  748 ;  Maddux  v.  St  Louis  Union  Trust  Co., 
171  S.  W.  669,  186  Mo.  App.  138.    See  also  Sec.  314. 


Sec.  401.  Giving  commissions  to  purchaser's  agent  yendcr  acts 
in  bad  faith,  bnt  contract  not  void. 

The  act  of  the  vendor  in  giving  secret  commissions  to   the 
vendee's  agent,  although  contrary  to  good  faith  and  the  policy 
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of  the  law,  does  not  make  the  contract  of  sale  absolutely  void. 
Lightcap  v.  Nicola,  34  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  189.  Compare  Chrant  v. 
Gold  Ex.  Syn.,  12  B.  (Eng.)  233,  69  L.  J.  2  B.  150.  See  also 
Sec.  40. 

8ec.  402.    Broker  required  to  exercise  such  skill  as  is  employed 
by  persona  in  his  calling. 

A  broker  is  required  to  use  such  skill  aa  is  ordinarily  pos- 
sessed and  employed  by  persons  of  common  capacity  engaged 
in  the  same  trade  or  business,  and  such  diligence  as  persons 
of  common  prudence  are  accustomed  to  use  about  their  own 
business  affairs.  Bronnenburg  v.  Rinker,  2  Ind.  App.  391,  28 
N.  E.  568;  Shepherd  v.  Field,  70  111.  438;  McFarland  v. 
McClus,  1  Pa.  Cases,  504,  5  Atl.  50;  Mechem  on  Ag.,  Sec.  494. 

Sec.  403.    Broker  may  be  responsible  for  the  sufficiency  of  the 
security. 

Where  a  vendor  relies  on  his  broker  in  the  sale  of  property, 
he  must  exercise  reasonable  care  in  passing  on  the  sufficiency 
of  the  security  taken  for  the  price,  if  he  has  accepted  that  re- 
sponsibility.   Harlow  v.  Bartlett,  170  Mass.  584,  49  N.  E.  1014. 

Sec  408a.    Contract  held  to  goaranty  payment  of  $8,000  for 
land  sold  at  public  sale. 

Provision  in  a  contract  by  which  defendant  was  to  sell  land  for 
plaintiff  at  public  sale;  held,  a  guaranty  that  defendant  would 
pay  plaintiff  $8,000  in  cash  on  the  day  of  sale.  Barkley  v.  Atl. 
Coast  Realty  Co.,  87  S.  E.  219,  —  N".  C.  Sup.  — . 

Sec.  404.    Broker  must  account  to  principal  for  money  re- 
ceived and  withheld,  and  statute  of  fttiuds  no  protection. 

Although  an  appointment  in  writing  is  necessary  to  constitute 
one  an  agent  for  the  sale  of  real  estate,  one  who  sells  real  estate 
as  the  owner^s  agent  would  not  be  justified  in  retaining  the  dif- 
ference between  the  amount  that  he  represented  to  his  principal 
he  received  for  the  property  and  the  amount  he  actually  received, 
because  his  appointment  was  not  in  writing.  Merriman  v. 
Thompson,  48  Wash.  600,  93  P.  1075.    See  also  Sec.  456. 
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Sec.  404ft.    Broker  required  to  acconiit  for  proceeds  of  land 
sold  by  him  in  trust  to  pay  debts  of  owner. 

Where  an  owner  conveyed  land  to  brokers  upon  a  contract 
that  they  should  sell  it,  and  out  of  the  proceeds  pay  his  debts, 
and  turn  over  the  balance,  after  deducting  their  compensation, 
such  brokers,  upon  sale  of  the  land,  can  not  refuse  to  account  to 
the  owner  because  a  note  given  by  such  owner,  secured  by  a  mort- 
gage on  the  land  conveyed  and  other  land,  is  still  outstanding. 
Morrison  v.  Neely,  214  S.  W.  586,  —  Tez.  Civ.  App.  — . 

Sec  406.    Broker  for  seUer,  member  of  purchasing  syndicate^ 
bars  commissions. 

The  fact  that,  unknown  to  the  principal,  a  member  of  a  firm 
employed  to  sell  land  belongs  to  the  syndicate  to  which  the 
land  was  sold,  bars  the  first  from  recovering  commissions  for 
the  sale,  though  the  price  received  by  the  principal  was  fair  and 
all  that  he  demanded.  Hammond  v.  Bookwalter,  12  Ind.  App. 
177,  39  N.  E.  872.    See  also  Sec.  559. 

Sec.  406.    Broker  giving;  names  of  syndicate  to  owners,  and  be- 
fore formed  latter  sells  to  others,  broker  barred  commis- 
sions. 
In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  to  recover  commissions 
it  appeared  that  he  furnished  the  names  of  the  members  of  a 
purchasing  syndicate  to  the  owner,  but  the  syndicate  was  not 
fully  formed,  and  all  the  purchasers  were  not  then  known,  and 
it  did  not  appear  what  proportion  of  the  price  each  was  to 
pay,  and  the  owner  sold  to  others  before  the  syndicate  was 
fully  formed.    Held,  that  the  broker  could  not  recover  commis- 
sions, as  he  did  not  produce  a  person  ready  and  willing  to 
purchase.     Oerding  v.  Haskin,  141  N.  Y.  514,  36  N.  E.  601. 

Sec.  407.    Tenants  in  common  jointly  liable  for  broker's  com- 
missions. 

Where  land  is  owned  by  two  tenants  in  common,  and  is 
placed  in  the  hands  of  one,  who  sells  it  through  a  broker,  the 
owners  are  jointly  liable  for  the  broker's  commissions.  Clif- 
ford V.  Meyer,  6  Ind.  App.  633,  34  N.  E.  23;  Schomberg  v. 
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Auxier,  101  Ky.  292,  19  Ky.  L.  R  648,  40  9.  W.  911;  KeUhly  v. 
Ward,  217  S.  W.  428,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

Sec.  407a.   Three  brothers  employixig  agent  to  sell  realty  for 
family  personally  liable  on  contract. 

Where  three  brothers  assumed  to  act  for  themselyes  and  other 
brothers  and  sisters  in  employing  an  agent  to  sell  farm  belonging 
to  them,  the  three  were  personally  liable  for  the  whole  conmiis- 
sion  if  the  others  did  not  know  of  or  assent  to  contract  of  em- 
ployment.   Roberts  v.  Ooodlad,  166  N.  W.  646,  167  Wis.  318. 

Sec.  408.    Broker  efFecting  sale  on  lower  terms  tban  autho- 
riaed  loses  commissions. 

A  broker  must  follow  the  instructions  of  his  employer;  there- 
fore, one  who  is  promised  compensation  if  he  will  procure  a  pur- 
chaser for  property  on  certain  terms  can  not  claim  compensation 
for  effecting  a  sale  on  lower  terms,  he  having,  moreover,  acted  in 
part  in  the  buyer's  interest  Williams  v.  McOraw,  52  Mich.  480, 
18  N-  W.  227 ;  McDonald  v.  Cdbiness,  100  Tex.  615,  98  S.  W.  943, 
102  S.  W.  720;  Vam  v.  Pelott,  55  Pla.  357,  45  S.  1015;  Ryan  v. 
Page,  111  N.  W.  405,  134  Iowa,  60.    See  also  Sees.  141,  422,  898. 

8eo.  409.    Terms  of  authorization  can  not  be  varied  by  the 
broker. 

A  letter  authorizing  agents  to  sell  land  for  $2,200,  provided 
that  the  party  could  pay  $700  down,  and  the  balance  in  one, 
two  and  three  years,  does  not  authorize  them  to  sell  for  $1,000 
down  and  the  balance  in  one  and  two  years.  Speer  v.  Craig, 
16  Colo.  478,  27  P.  891;  Bunks  v.  Pierce,  33  Colo.  440,  80  P. 
1036;  Rake  v.  Townsend  (Iowa  Sup.  '05),  102  N.  W.  499; 
Crosihwaiie  v.  Lebus,  146  Ala.  525,  41  S.  853;  Engle  v.  John- 
son, 34  Ind.  App.  593,  73  N.  E.  772 ;  Spengler  v.  Sonnehberg,  88 
0.  S.  192;  Wiggins  v.  Est  of  Okas.  E.  Coddingion,  145  N.  Y. 
Sup.  3,  83  Misc.  Rep.  439;  Pehl  v.  Fanion,  119  P.  400,  17  Cal. 
App.  247;  Parker  v.  Stubbs,  76  S.  B.  571,  139  Ga.  46;  Gore  v. 
Oriffith  Realty  Co.,  169  S.  W.  685,  160  Ky.  241;  Dahlgard  v. 
Florida  Dev.  Cor.,  187  111.  App.  282 ;  McFarland  v.  Howell,  143 
N.  W.  860,  162  Iowa,  140;  Compton  v.  Echols,  120  P.  637,  31 
OkL  151 ;  Turner  v.  Baker,  74  A.  172,  225  Pa.  359 ;  Cavanaugh 
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V.  Conwa/y,  90  A.  1080,  36  R.  I.  571 ;  Caldwell  v.  Scott  Bros.,  143 
S.  W.  1192,  —Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ;  Prichard  v.  Foster,  170  S.  W. 
1077,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ;  Little  v.  Gorman,  114  P.  321,  39 
Utah,  63;  Reitz  v.  Bryant,  127  P.  683,  71  Wash.  63;  Noyes  v. 
Caldwell,  104  N.  E.  495,  216  Mass.  625;  Nash  v.  Childers,  160 
S.  W.  486,  155  Ky.  772;  Gillespie  v.  Rosenbaum,  173  N.  Y.  Sup. 
429;  Alexander  v.  Anderson,  207  S.  W.  205,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
— ;  Nichols  &  Jackson  v.  Carson,  220  S.  W.  297,  —  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  — .    See  also  Sec.  213. 

Sec.  409a.    Owner  not  bonnd  to  accept  customer  from  broker 
at  less  price  tban  stipnlatecL 

Defendant  owner  was  not  bound  to  accept  from  plaintiff  bio- 
ber  a  customer  at  a  price  less  than  that  stipulated,  although  he 
was  at  liberty  to  accept  a  less  price  from  another  customer.  Mul- 
len V.  Crawford,  166  N.  W.  694,  —  Iowa  Sup.  — . 

Sec.  410.    Terms  of  half  cash  complied  with  by  sale  for  alt 
cash  on  delivery  of  deed. 

Where  a  contract  authorizes  an  agent  to  sell  land  for  ''$15,000, 
about  one-half  cash,''  but  is  silent  as  to  a  sale  for  any  larger  sum, 
or  as  to  receiving  more  than  one-half  cash,  or  as  to  the  form  in 
which  that  part  of  the  price  which  is  not  cash  should  be  put,  a 
sale  for  $15,000  cash  on  delivery  of  the  deed  is  in  accordance 
with  the  contract.  Witherell  v.  Murphy,  147  Mass.  417,  18  N.  E. 
215;  Pope  v.  Peeples,  121  S.  E.  303,  —  Qa.  App.  — .  Compare 
Sec.  410a. 

Sea  410a.    Broker  authorised  to  sell  for  half  cash  and  re- 
mainder on  time  can  not  sell  for  all  cash. 

A  broker  employed  to  sell  land  for  one-half  cash  and  balance 
on  credit,  can  not  recover  a  commission  on  the  owner  refusing  to 
consummate  a  sale  for  all  cash,  unless  the  credit  required  to  be 
extended  was  so  short  as  to  make  it  in  effect  a  cash  payment. 
Taylor  v.  Read  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '08),  113  S.  W.  191.  Compare 
Sec.  410.    See  references  under  Sec.  307. 
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See.  411.   Where  the  contract  of  employment  if  modified^  bro- 
ker's rights  depend  npon  the  new. 

The  terms  of  a  contract  of  employment  may  be  modified  by  a 
subsequent  agreement,  express  or  implied,  the  same  as  any 
other  contract,  in  which  case  the  broker's  right  to  compensa- 
tion depends  npon  the  modified  terms.  Cornell  v.  Hanna  (Kan. 
App.  *98),  53  P.  790;  Deford  v.  Shepard,  6  Kan.  App.  428,  49 
P.  795;  May  v.  Schuyler,  43  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.  95;  Martin  v. 
Crumb,  111  N.  B.  62,  216  N.  Y.  500,  rev.  judg.,  142  N.  Y.  Sup. 
1096,  158  App,  Div.  228,  app.  to  Ct.  App.  and  re.  den.,  143  N.  Y. 
Sup.  1130,  158  App.  Div.  939;  Hamilton  v.  Hathaway,  133  S.  W. 
629,  152  Mo.  App.  483;  Schano  v.  Storch,  137  N.  Y.  Sup.  26,  56 
Misc.  Bep.  484;  Webb  v.  Harding,  211  S.  W.  927,  aff.  judg.,  159 
S.  W.  1129,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ;  Oreene  v.  Minn.  Billiard  Co., 
176  N.  W.  239,  —  Wis.  Sup.  — ;  Thomburg  v.  Haun,  190  P. 
1083,  —  Okl.  Sup.  — ;  Chandler  v.  Oaines-Ferguson  Realty  Co., 
224  S.  W.  484,  —  Ark.  Sup.  — ;  Fisher  v.  Skidmore  Land  Co., 
179  N.  W.  152,  —  Iowa  Sup.  — . 

Sec.  411a.    Written  authority  to  sell  realty  oan  not  be  modi- 
fied orally. 

Where,  after  written  authorization  to  brokers  to  negotiate  an 
exchange  of  specific  property  was  withdrawn,  the  brokers  were 
orally  requested  to  negotiate  an  exchange  of  a  part  of  the  prop- 
erty on  different  terms;  held,  that  their  services  were  not  per- 
formed pursuant  to  a  contract  or  memorandum  in  writing,  as 
required  by  Civil  Code,  Sec.  1624.  Fogg  v.  McAdam,  144  P. 
296,  25  Cal.  App.  522. 

Under  Ann.  Code,  Sec.  1624,  where  a  written  authorization  to 
brokers  is  for  an  exchange  of  specific  property,  and  not  a  gen- 
eral authorization  to  sell,  it  can  not  be  modified  orally.  Id. 
Wellmyer  v.  Crawford,  89  N.  E.  892,  48  Ind.  App.  173,  re.  den., 
93  N.  E.  1051,  48  Ind.  App.  173. 
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860.  412.    Broker  tsOing  to  disdoBe  to  the  prinoipal  fha  beet 
tamis  loses  right  to  cammisirions, 

A  broker  employed  to  buy  or  sell  property  is  not  entitled  to 
compensation  where  be  fails  to  act  in  good  faith  and  disclose 
to  his  principal  the  best  terms  upon  which  the  transaction  can 
be  consummated.  Henderson  v.  Vincent,  84  Ala.  99,  4  S.  180; 
Morey  v.  Laird,  108  Iowa,  670,  77  N.  W.  835;  Carpenter  v. 
Fisher,  175  Mass.  9,  55  N,  E.  479 ;  MaHin  v.  Bliss,  10  N.  Y.  S. 
886,  57  Hun,  157;  Ballinger  v.  WiUan  (N.  J.  Ch.  '02),  63  A,  488. 
See  also  Sec.  412a. 

See.  412a.    Broker  nnderstatiiig  price  obtainable  liable  to 
principal  for  loss. 

If  the  broker  employed  to  sell  or  exchange  property  under- 
states to  the  principal  the  best  price  or  arrangement  obtain- 
able, the  principal  is  entitled  to  recover  from  him  the  differ- 
ence  between  that  obtained  and  that  which  might  have  been 
obtained.  Holmes  v.  Cathcart,  88  Minn.  213,  92  N.  W.  956,  60 
L.  B.  A.  734;  Baldwin  v.  Lewis  H.  May  Co.,  Ill  N.  Y.  Sup.  121. 
See  also  Sees.  290,  412. 
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Sec.  413.    Unless  clofhed  with  power  by  owner  no  one  can 
transfer  title  to  another's  land. 

No  one  can  transfer  title  to  another's  property,  unless  the 
owner  has  clothed  him  with  authority,  real  or  apparent,  to  do 
80.    McOoldrich  v.  Willits,  62  N.  Y.  612. 
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Sec.  414.    Frandnlent  acts  of  broker  may  gire  rise  to  an  ac- 
tion of  tort. 

If  a  broker  employed  to  sell  property  imderstates  to  his 
principal  the  price  received  by  him  and  appropriates  the  differ- 
ence, must  account  to  him  therefor.    Collins  v.  McClurg,  1  Colo. 

App.  348,  29  P.  299 ;  Hdberg  v.  Nickol,  149  HI  App.  249,  37 
N.  E.  63;  Cornwall  v.  Foord,  96  111.  App.  366;  Bassett  v. 
Rogers,  165  Mass.  377,  43  N.  E.  180 ;  Stearns  v.  Hockbrunn,  24 
Wash.  206,  64  P.  165 ;  Love  v.  Hass,  62  Ind.  255 ;  Henshaw  v. 
Wilson,  46  111.  App.  364.  And  in  addition,  his  fraudulent  con- 
duct may  subject  hira  to  an  action  for  a  breach  of  the  con- 
tract. Barnard  v.  Coffin,  141  Mass.  27,  6  N.  E.  364.  Or  to  an 
action  of  tort.  Emmons  v.  Alvord,  177  Mass.  466,  59  N.  E.  126. 
See  also  Deceit,  Sec.  298. 

Sec.  414a.    Proceeding  to  enforce  one  remedy  barred  any  other. 

In  an  action  by  some  of  the  members  of  a  S3mdicate  which 
own  an  equitable  interest  in  property,  the  legal  title  to  which 
is  held  by  another  in  trust  for  aH  the  members,  for  the  amount 
received  by  the  holder  of  the  legal  title  from  a  broker  em- 
ployed by  him  to  procure  a  purchaser  of  the  property,  as  a 
part  of  the  commission  to  be  retained  by  the  broker,  on  the 
ground  of  a  fraudulent  agreement  between  the  holder  of  the 
legal  title  and  the  broker  for  a  division  of  the  commissions, 
bars  an  action  against  the  broker  for  a  rescission  of  the  con- 
tract of  employment  and  a  reclamation  of  the  commission  re- 
tained by  the  broker.  Hechscher  v.  Blinion  (Va.  Sup.  '10), 
66  S.  E.  859. 

Sec.  416.    Unauthorized  negotiations  of  brokers  not  ratified  by 
the*sale  by  owner  to  customer. 

Defendants  employed  plaintiff  to  procure  a  purchaser  for 
a  ranch,  and  subsequently  revoked  the  agency,  and  in  the 
course  of  subsequent  correspondence  continually  insisted  that 
the  ranch  was  not  for  sale,  and  that  if  defendants  should  sell 
the  ranch  they  would  not  recognize  any  claim  for  commissions 
which  plaintiff  might  make.  Held,  that  the  subsequent  sale  of 
the  land  by  defendants  to  a  purchaser  with  whom  plaintiff 
had  negotiated,  was  not  a  ratification  of  that  unauthorized  act 
so  as  to  entitle  plaintiff  to  commissions.  Loving  Co,  v.  Hes- 
perian Cattle  Co.,  176  Mo.  330,  75  S.  W.  1095.  See  Sec.  24. 
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Sea  416.    Broker  accepting  valuation  made  by  bnyeri  prin- 
dpal  bonnd  thereby.  ^ 

Where  an  agent  negotiating  a  sale  of  the  interest  in  an  es- 
tate accepts  the  valnation  of  the  property  made  by  the  intend- 
ing purchaser^  and  fails  to  examine  the  county  records,  or  take 
other  steps  to  inform  himself  of  the  real  value,  as  advised  to 
do,  he  will  be  held  to  have  acted  on  his  own  judgment,  and 
no  relief  will  be  granted  to  his  principal  if  it  turns  out  that 
the  lands  are  more  valuable  than  they  were  represented  to  be. 
Herron  v.  Herron,  32  N.  W.  407,  71  Iowa,  428.  See  also.  Sec 
25. 


Sec.  416a.    Owner  bound  by  legitimate  effect  of  his  language 

rather  than  bia  own  understanding  of  its  import. 

Where  the  language  used  by  the  owner,  in  conference  with 
the  broker,  and  the  attending  circumstances,  were  such  as  to 
justify  the  broker  in  believing  that  an  extension  of  time  in 
which  to  make  the  sale  was  given,  and  he  acted  on  such  belief, 
the  owner  is  bound  by  the  legitimate  effect  of  his  language 
and  acts,  rather  than  by  his  own  understanding  of  their  im- 
port   Hancock  v.  Stacey  (Tex.  Sup.  '10),  125  S.  W.  884. 

Sec.  417.    In  some  States  power  to  sell  and  convey  land  in« 
eludes  power  to  give  covenants  of  warranty. 

In  some  jurisdictions  the  power  to  sell  and  convey  land  in- 
cludes authority  to  convey  it  with  covenants  of  general  war- 
ranty. Taggart  v.  Stanberry,  2  McLain  (U.  S.),  543;  Peters' 
V.  Famswarth,  15  Vt.  155;  Venada  v.  Hopkins,  1  J.  J.  Marsh. 
(Ky.)  285,  293;  Le  Boy  v.  Beard,  8  How.  (U.  S.)  451.  See 
next  section.    See  Sec.  43. 

Sec.  418.    In  some  jnriedictions  the  power  to  sdl  with  cove- 
nants of  warranty  must  be  specially  conferred. 

A  broker  employed  to  sell  real  property  has  ordinarily  no 
power  to  effect  a  sale  with  warranty,  and  if  he  does  it  is  such  a 
departure  from  his  authority  that  the  contract  will  not  bind 
the  principal.  Tazel  v.  Palmer,  88  111.  597;  Tudro  v.  Cush- 
man,  2  Wis.  279;  Nixon  v.  Hyserott,  5  Johns.  Ch.  (N.  Y.)  58; 
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Coleman  v.  Qarrigues,  18  Barb.  (N.  T.),  60;  Malone  v.  McCuU 
lough,  ^Ih  Colo.  460,  24  P.  1040;  Stengel  v.  Sargeant  (N.  J. 
Eq.  '08),  68  A.  1106,     See  preceding  Section.     Compare  Sec. 

328k. 

Seo.  418a.   Broker  to  sell  land  has  no  power  to  bind  principal 
by  contract  to  sell  and  convey. 

Where  brokers  were  authorized  to  purchase  and  sell  lands  at  a 
specified  price,  under  certain  conditions,  or  to  find  a  purchaser, 
they  had  no  power  to  bind  their  principal  by  a  contract  to  sell 
and  convey.  Roberlson  v.  Allen,  184  P.  372,  107  C.  C.  A.  254; 
La  Plant  v.  Loveland,  170  N.  W.  920,  —  Minn.  Sup.  — . 

Sec.  419.    Broker  may  sell  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  real 
estate  without  written  authority. 

Penal  Code,  Sec.  640d,  requiring  written  authority  to  authorize 
a  broker  to  sell  real  estate  for  clients,  does  not  apply  to  the 
employment  of  brokers  to  sell  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  real  es- 
tate at  a  higher  price  than  that  which  the  vendees  bad  agreed  to 
pay.    Levy  v.  Trimble,  94  N".  Y.  S.  3,  47  Misc.  394. 

Sec.  419a.    Contract  with  broker  to  sell  land  not  required  to 
be  in  writing. 

Where  the  authority  given  to  a  broker  to  effect  a  sale  of  land 
does  not  require  the  contract  of.  sale  to  be  in  writing,  the  agree- 
ment to  pay  him  a  commission  is  not  within  the  statute  of  frauds, 
and  is  valid,  though  not  in  writing.  Low  Moor  Iron  Co.  of  Va.  v. 
Jackson,  84  S.  E.  100,  117  Va.  76. 

Sec.  420.    It  is  the  duty  of  the  principal  to  collect  purchase 
money  notes  on  which  commissions  depend. 

Brokers  procured  purchasers  for  a  mine,  who  offered  one- 
half  cash  and  their  unsecured  notes  for  the  balance;  these 
terms  were  unsatisfactory  to  the  owner,  but  he  agreed  with  the 
brokers  to  sell  on  these  terms  if  they  would  wait  for  one-half 
of  their  commissions  until  the  purchase  money  notes  were  col- 
lected. Held,  that  the  owner  owed  the  brokers  the  duty  to 
make  reasonable  efforts  to  collect  the  notes  as  they  matured, 
but  the  mere  failure  to  bring  suit  on  the  notes  was  not  a  lack 
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of  diligence,  in  the  absence  of  showing  they  were  insolvent  so 
that  the  notes  could  not  be  collected  by  suit.  Olade  y.  Ford, 
131  Mo.  App.  164,  111  S.  W.  135.  \ 

Sec.  420a.    Duty  to  coUect  purchase  piice  derolyes  on  seller. 

Though  a  broker's  contract  of  employment  provided  that  he 
should  not  receive  commissions  unless  the  deal  was  closed, 
and  that  the  conunissions  were  payable  from  the  proceeds  of 
the  sale,  the  broker,  in  the  absence  of  a  contract  to  that  effect, 
was  not  required  to  see  that  the  purchase  price  was  paid  be- 
fore he  could  receive  commissions,  as  the  duty  to  collect  the 
price  devolved  on  the  seller,  and  not  on  the  broker.  Pinkerton 
V.  Hudson  (Ark.  Sup.  '08),  113  S.  W.  35. 

See.  420b.    Vendors  not  required  to  acoept  payments  for  land 
1^  checks. 

Vendors  under  contract  with  broker  for  the  sale  of  land, 
terms  '^one-half  down,  and  the  balance  in  five  equal  annual  pay- 
ments/' can  not  be  required  to  accept  payments  by  check,  and 
they  need  not  bind  themselves  to  convey  until  this  objection  is 
removed  by  an  offer  at  the  time  of  a  different  method  of  pay- 
ment, reasonable  in  character  and  satisfactory  to  them.  Calif  or- 
nia  Land  Security  Co.  v.  Ritchie,  180  P.  626,  —  Cal.  App.  — . 

Sec.  421.    Presumption  by  continuing  negotiations  after  revo- 
cation that  agent  acts  for  purchaser. 

Where  a  broker  is  notified  by  a  vendor  that  he  will  pay  no 
commissions,  and  thereafter  continues  the  negotiations  for  a  sale, 
it  is  presumed  that  he  is  the  agent  of  the  purchaser  and  looks  to 
him  for  his  commissions.  Wolverton  v.  Tuttle,  61  Ore.  601,  94 
P.  961. 

Sec.  421a.    One  receiving  an  inquiry  from  a  broker  as  to  the 
price  of  land  may  infer  he  is  acting  as  agent  for  another. 

Where  defendant  knew  that  plaintiff  was  a  real  estate  broker, 
he  could  infer,  upon  receiving  an  inquiry  from  plaintiff  as  to  the 
price  of  property,  that  the  latter  was  acting  as  agent  for  another 
in  seeking  to  purchase.  Rodman  v.  Manning  (Or.  Sup.  '09),  99 
P.  657,  1136. 
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Sec.  422.  Authority  to  sell  for  spedflc  snin,  did  not  anthoriM 
part  cash  and  mortgage. 

A  broker's  authority  to  sell  land  for  a  specific  sum,  did  not 
authorize  an  agreement  to  sell  for  a  part  of  the  price  in  cash, 
the  balance  to  be  represented  by  a  mortgage  on  the  premises. 
Stengel  v.  Sargeant  (N.  J.  Ch.  '08),  68  A.  1106.  See  also 
Sees.  141,  408.    See  references  under  Sec.  307. 

Sec.  422a.   Authority  to  sell  for  spedfted  sum  is  for  cash  only. 

A  broker  authorized  to  sell  real  estate  for  a  specified  sum,  for 
a  commission  in  excess  of  that  sum,  has  authority  to  make  a  cash 
sale  only.  Slayhack  v.  Wetzel  (Mo.  App.  '09),  123  S.  W.  982. 
See  also  Sec.  18. 

Sec.  422b.  Allegation  in  broker's  petition  for  finding  a  pur- 
chaser for  land  held  to  mean  either  wholly  or  partly  for 
cash. 

The  allegation  of  a  petition  in  an  action  for  commission  for 
procuring  a  purchaser  for  real  estate,  that  defendant  agreed  that 
if  plaintiff  could  procure  a  purchaser  he  would  pay  him  all  over 
$6,000  for  which  the  property  sold,  and  that  plaintiff  found  a 
purchaser  at  $6,800,  would  include  a  sale  either  wholly  or  partly 
for  cash.  McCormicJc  v.  Obanion,  153  S.  W.  267,  168  Mo.  App. 
606. 


PART  IV. 

CX)MMISSIONS  AND  COMPENSATION 

OF  AGENTS. 

353 


CHAPTER  I. 


424. 


^^   Broker    entitlfld   to   eoiiiiiii»- 

sions  on  qaantitj. 
^^  Broker     entitled    to    agreed 
oommieeione   end   not   lim- 
ited    to     computation     on 
lener  aale  priee. 
4&Ik  Broker    entitled   to   eommie- 
•ion  on  sale  of  lands  other 
than  thoee  listed. 
^^  broker's    right    to    commis- 
•ions    predicated    on    con- 
'traetnal  relations  with  al- 
leged principaL 
^^oker     interfering     in    an- 
other's transaction. 
^X"cker   agreeing  to  look   to 
I^nrehaser    for    commission. 
^V'oker     employed     to     pnr- 
^ihase  not  entitled  to  eom- 
iQiissions  from  seller, 
^v^ker  not  entitled  on  sale 
^^         ^t  less  than  price. 

^^^^mer  selling  land  for  leis 
'kc  broker's  customer  liable 
^or  commission. 
^VH)ker  not  entitled  as  eon- 

'^ract  not  a  lease, 
-^jcceptanoe     by     broker     of 
Change  of  sale  contract  to 
option    held    not    to    bin4 
^incipaL 
^^^lomaterial    Tariance    in    de- 
49te.         «cription  does  not  deprive. 
^V'rong      description      insuffi- 
cient    to     defeat     broker's 
commissions. 


Vk&. 


^ 


^. 


427. 


427a. 


428. 


428b.  What  eireumstanees  fall 
short  of  a  Tariance. 

429.  Broker    procuring    loan,   for 

less  accepted  entitled. 

430.  Broker   to   procure   loan   en- 

titled on  finding  lender. 

481.  Broker  failing  to  report  find- 
ing lender  not  entitled. 

432.  Where  broker  negotiated  with 
two,  sale  to  one  bars. 

438.  Broker  not  entitled  where 
sale  void  by  statute. 

488n.  Oontract  of  employment  of 
broker  void  by  law  of  state 
where  made,  void  every- 
where; also,  exceptions  to 
application  of  statute  of 
^frauds. 

483b.  Statute  recited  making  bro- 
ker's contract  for  sale  of 
real  estate  void  after  one 
year. 

483e.  Contract  of  broker  defective 
in  trial  court  because  sig- 
nature printed,  excepted 
by  appellate  court  as  con- 
tract had  been  acted  upon. 

433d.  Where  contract  void,  notes 
collectable,  the  moral  ob- 
ligation being  sufficient 
consideration. 

434.  Principal  refusing  to  ap- 
praise broker  entitled. 

436.  Purchaser  who  knew  length 
of  lot  refusing,   bars. 
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436.  Where       vendor      repudiaies  440.    Broker    entitled    on    sale   hy 

tender  not  necessary.  owners      to      proportionate 

437.  Broker  unsuccessful  with  F.,  commissions    on    share    of 

sale    hj   owner    to    F.    and  two  tenants  in  common, 

others,  bars  commission.  440a.  Broker    entitled    to    oommis- 

438.  Broker     not    entitled    where  sion  on  sale  of  land  in  pro- 

party   does  not  show  good  portion    as   payments    were 

faith.  collected. 

439.  Unless    exclusive   broker   not 

entitled  on  «ale  by  another 
agent. 


See.  423.    Broker  entitled  to  commissionB  on  qnantity  oon* 
tracted  for,  although  less  owned. 

Where  the  terms  of  sale  are  fixed  by  the  vendor,  in  accordance 
with  which  the  broker  introduced  a  proposed  purchaser,  and  upon 
the  procurement  of  the  purchaser  the  vendor  voluntarily  reduces 
the  price  of  the  property,  or  the  quantity,  or  otherwise  changes 
the  terms  of  sale  as  proposed  to  the  broker,  so  that  a  sale  is 
made,  or  terms  or  conditions  are  offered  which  the  proposed  buyer 
is  ready  and  willing  to  accept,  the  broker  will  be  entitled  to  his 
commissions  at  the  rate  specified  in  his  agreement  with  his  prin- 
cipal. Stewart  v.  Mather,  32  Wis.  344.  Contra,  Hoefling  ▼. 
Hambleton,  84  Tex.  517,  19  S.  W.  689.    See  Sec.  451. 

Sec.  423a.    Broker  entitled  to  agreed  commissions  and  not 
limited  to  computation  on  lesser  sale  price. 

A  promise  to  pay  a  broker  for  selling  land  a  commission  ''on 
the  price  I  may  accept  if  sold  through  your  agency,'*  means  a 
commission  on  the  price  agreed  to  be  paid  for  the  property,  and 
not  only  on  the  amount  actually  paid.  Condict  v.  Cowdrey,  5  N. 
Y.  S.  187,  23  K  Y.  St.  600,  57  N.  Y.  Super,  Ct.  66.  See  pre- 
vious section. 

See.  4S3h.    Broker  entitled  to  commissions  on  sale  of  lands 
other  than  those  listed. 

A  letter  closing  correspondence  whereby  vendor  authorized  bro- 
kers to  sell  his  lands,  stating  that  commissions  would  be  paid 
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upon  all  lands  listed  in  said  letter^,  but  stating  that  snch  was  only 
a  partial  list  of  lands  vendor  had  to  offer^  does  not  preclude  re- 
coveiy  of  commissions  for  the  sale  of  lands  not  listed  therein. 
M.  N.  Clark  &  Co.  y.  Monson,  166  N.  W.  576,  —  Iowa  Sup.  — . 

Sec.  423c.    Broker's  right  to  commUudons  predicated  on  con- 
tractual relations  with  alleged  principal. 

A  real  estate  broker's  right  to  compensation  must  be  predicated 
on  contractual  relations  between  himself  and  his  alleged  principal. 
Ludeman  v.  English,  189  P.  531. 


Sec.  424.    Broker  interfering  in  another's  transaction  not  en- 
titled to  commissions. 

A  broker  on  being  offered  a  commission  to  find  a  purchaser 
for  certain  lands,  presented  the  matter  to  one  who  took  it  un- 
der advisement  for  a  time,  and  then,  wishing  to  signify  his 
acceptance,  sought  the  broker  at  his  ofiSce,  but  not  finding  him, 
and  learning  that  the  owner  was  at  the  office  of  a  rival  broker 
went  there,  where  the  purchase  was  completed.  Held,  that 
the  former  was  entitled  to  the  commission.  Jenks  v.  Nobles, 
42  HI.  App.  33.    See  also  Sec.  444. 

Sec.  425.    Broker  agreeing  to  look  to  the  purchaser  for  com- 
missions bound  by  his  election. 

Plaintiff,  a  real  estate  broker,  was  employed  by  defendant 
to  sell  or  exchange  for  him  a  farm  and  four  lots,  the  farm  at 
$5,000,  or  the  whole  at  $13,000,  and  agreed  to  pay  plaintiff 
commissions  therefor  at  the  rate  of  two  and  one-half  per  cent. ; 
a  purchaser  was  introduced  to  defendant  by  plaintiff,  and  an 
exchange  finally  agreed  on,  at  the  valuation  of  $13,000;  but 
the  defendant  insisted  that  the  purchaser  should  pay  the  plain- 
tiff's commissions,  and  the  purchaser  called  on  plaintiff  and 
told  him  that  it  had  been  agreed  between  defendant  and  him- 
self that  he  (the  purchaser)  was  to  pay  plaintiff's  commis- 
sions, and  that  the  exchange  had  been  made  at  a  valuation  of 
$5,000,  whereupon  plaintiff  agreed  to  look  to  the  purchaser 
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for  his  commissionsy  and  wrote  a  letter  to  defendant  to  that 
effecii,  whereupon  the  exchange  was  made.  Held,  that  if  the 
defendant  acted  on  plaintiff's  letter,  and  was  guilty  of  no 
fraud,  it  would  be  immaterial  what  the  purchaser  said  to  plain- 
tiff, as,  if  the  purchaser  had  deceived  plaintiff,  defendant  i¥as 
not  responsible  therefor.  McClave  y.  Maynard,  35  How.  Pr. 
(N.  Y.)  313.    See  also  Sec.  588. 

Sec.  426a.    Brdcer  employed  to  purchase  not  entitled  to  com- 
missions  from  seUer. 

Plaintiff,  a  real  estate  broker,  being  employed  by  B.,  a  per- 
son desirous  of  purchasing  a  residence,  to  find  for  him  such 
a  place  as  he  desired,  introduced  hipi  to  defendant,  who  had 
a  place  to  sell,  and  informed  defendant  that  if  B.  purchased 
the  property  defendant  would  have  to  pay  plaintiff  the  usual 
commission.  Defendant  had  negotiations  with  B.  in  regard  tcf 
a  sale  of  the  property,  but  failed  to  come  to  axty  agreement 
as  to  terms,  and  defendant  then  sold  the  property  to  his 
brother,  who,  eleven  days  thereafter,  sold  it  to  B.  Held,  that 
in  the  absence  of  any  evidence  to  show  that  the  sale  by  de- 
fendant to  his  brother,  and  the  subsequent  conveyance  by  him 
to  B.,  was  done  to  defraud  plaintiff  of  his  commissions,  he 
could  not  recover  them  from  defendant.  It  seems  that  plain- 
tiff, having  been  employed  by  B.,  any  agreement  made  by 
plaintiff  with  defendant  for  commissions  was  void  as  a  fraud 
upon  B.,  in  the  absence  of  proof  that  B.  was  apprised  of  such 
agreement,  and  assented  thereto.    Bennett  v.  Kidder,  5  Daly 

(N.  Y.)  512.    Compare  Sees.  313,  454. 

Sec.  426.    Broker  not  entitled  to  commissionB  on  oontraefc  at 
set  prioe  and  sale  at  less. 

A  broker  hired  to  sell  property  at  a  certain  prioe  can  not  re- 
cover commissions  for  effecting  a  sale  at  a  lower  price,  and  the 
appellate  court  held  that  the  case  was  properly  taken  from  the 
jury.  Williams  v.  McOraw,  62  Mich.  480,  18  N.  W.  227;  Brotan 
V.  Adams,  (B.  I.  Sup.  ^08),  69  A.  601.    See  also  Sec.  558. 

See.  426a.    Owner  selling  land  for  less  to  broker's  cnsfamier 
liable  for  commission. 

An  owner  of  land  who  sold  directly  to  a  purchaser  found  by 
the  broker  at  a  price  less  than  that  at  which  it  was  listed  is  liable 
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for  the  broker^s  commissions.  Davis^Fisher  Co,  y.  Hall,  148  N. 
W.  713,  182  Mich.  574,  L.  R.  A.  1915  A,  1224;  SchUgal  v.  Ful- 
ler, 149  P.  1118,  —  Okl.  Sup.  — . 

See.  427.    Broker  not  entitled  to  commiBsionfl,  as  oontract  se- 
cured was  not  a  lease. 

Plaintiffs,  real  estate  brokers,  were  employed  by  defendant 
to  procure  a  lease  of  certain  real  estate  owned  by  her;  they 
negotiated  an  agreement  for  a  lease,  the  terms  of  which  she 
eould  not  perform,  nor  could  she  enforce  it  against  the  other 
parties;  and  procured  her  to  execute  the  same  upon  the  assur- 
ance that  it  was  effectual.  Held,  that  an  action  was  not  main- 
tainable to  recover  commissions,  that  to  earn  the  same  they 
were  required  to  procure  a  lease  or  a  valid  agreement  for  one. 
Cromhie  v.  Waldo,  137  N.  Y.  129,  32  N.  B.  1042,  33  N.  B. 
744;  Montgomery  v.  Knickerbocker,  50  N.  Y.  S.  128,  27  App. 
Div.  117 ;  Ward  v.  Zborowski,  63  N.  Y.  S.  219,  31  Misc.  66 ; 
Armstrong  v.  O'Brien,  83  Tex.  635,  19  S.  W.  268;  Hale  v. 
Kunder,  85  Fed.  161,  29  C.  C.  A.  67,  rehearing  denied  172  N. 
Y.  646 ;  Laws  &  Bradford  v.  Schmidt,  80  0.  S.  108,  88  N.  B. 
319.    See  also  Sec.  812,  and  references  under  Sec.  307. 

The  owner  of  real  estate  agreed  with  brokers  that  if  they 
would  make  a  lease  of  the  property,  in  accordance  with  her 
proposition,  she  would  pay  the  conunission  stipulated.  The 
proposition  was  to  lease  perpetually,  lessees  to  have  the  privi- 
l^e  of  purchase  at  the  end  of  twenty  years,  and  required 
the  lessees  to  erect  a  modem,  first-dass  building,  to  secure  the 
erection  of  which  they  were  to  deposit  $20,000,  and,  in  the 
event  of  failure  the  fund  so  deposited  to  go  to  the  owner,  but 
if  the  building  should  be  completed,  then  to  the  lessees,  and 
it  was  provided  that  the  proposition  should  be  binding  on  the 
payment  of  $1,000,  to  be  credited  on  the  first  quarterly  pay- 
ment of  rent.  Held,  that  the  mere  procurement  by  the  bro- 
kers of  a  party  who  accepted  the  owner's  proposition,  but 
neither  did,  nor  offered  to  do  anything  further,  the  owner 
not  having  herself  defaulted  in  any  respect,  did  not  entitle 
the  brokers  to  the  commission.  Laws  v.  Schmidt,  80  Ohio  St. 
108,  88  N.  E.  319;  Bradford  v.  Schmidt,  80  Ohio  St  108,  88 
N.  E.  319. 
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Sec.  427a.    Acceptance  of  change  of  sale  contract  to  option  1^ 
broker  held  not  to  bind  principal. 

Where  a  broker  authorized  to  sell  land  wrote  his  principal  that 
he  had  a  tentative  contract  on  different  terms  requiring  different 
payments^  a  reply  accepting  such  change  did  not  ratify  broker's 
act  in  making  an  option  instead  of  a  sale  contract.  Hicks  v. 
Christeson,  164  P.  395,  —  Cal.  Sup.  — . 

Sec.  428.    Immaterial  variance  in  description  did  not  depriva 
broker  of  commissions. 

Where  plaintiff  made  a  contract  by  which  he  was  to  haye  the 
exclusive  right  for  twenty  days  to  effect  a  sale  of  defendant's 
farm,  and  the  contract  of  purchase  which  he  secured  described 
the  land  as  containing  so  many  acres  on  which  defendant  resided, 
lying  partly  in  one  and  partly  in  another  town  named,  and 
bounded  but  on  three  sides,  and  concluded  by  stating  that  it  was 
formerly  known  as  the  *^an  Allen  farm;*'  whereas  it  is  desig- 
nated as  the  "Owen's  place*'  in  defendant's  contract,  the  variance 
is  immaterial,  as  the  description  is  sufficient  to  enable  the  land 
to  be  located,  and  it  is  not  void  for  uncertainty,  and  the  broker  is 
entitled  to  commissions.  Schultz  v.  Oriffin,  8  NT.  Y.  S.  R.  332, 
reversed  121  N.  Y.  294,  24  N.  E.  480;  Oifford  v.  Straub,  179  N. 
W.  600,  —  Wis.  Sup.  — .    See  also  Sees.  69,  428a. 

Sec.  428a.    Wrong  description  insufficient  to  defeat  broker 'i 
right  to  commissions. 

An  owner  of  land  listed  it  with  a  real  estate  broker  to  be 
sold  within  a  given  time,  at  a  stated  price,  agreeing  to  pay 
the  broker  ten  per  cent,  if  he  sold  it,  and  five  per  cent,  if  the 
owner  sold  it,  which  he  did  within  the  specified  time.  It  ap- 
peared that  the  number  of  the  lot  was  by  mutual  mistake  er- 
roneously stated  in  the  contract,  but  the  land  was  otherwise 
clearly  described.  Held,  that  the  mere  mistake  as  to  the  num- 
ber of  the  lot  was  insufficient  to  defeat  a  recovery  by  plaintiff. 
Tyler  v.  Justice,  120  Ga.  879,  48  S.  E.  328.  See  also  Sees.  59, 
428. 

Sec.  431Sb.    What  drcnmatancea  fell  short  of  a  variance. 

Where,  in  an  action  by  a  broker  for  conunissions,  the  com- 
plaint alleged  that  he  was  employed  to  procure  a  purchaser 
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of  real  estate  for  a  commission,  on  condition  that  plaintiff 
would  at  once  advise  the  purchaser  to  give  the  seller  a  con- 
tract for  the  construction  of  a  building  on  the  premises,  but 
that,  unless  the  seller  got  such  contract  the  plaintiff  should 
receive  nothing,  and  that  the  purchaser  awarded  to  the  owner 
such  a  contract,  and  the  broker  testified  that  the  owner  in- 
formed him  that,  if  he  induced  the  purchaser  to  award  to  the 
owner  a  contract  to  erect  a  building,  a  specified  sum  would  be 
paid  as  commissions,  otherwise  no  commission  would  be  paid, 
the  subsequent  testimony  of  the  broker  that  nothing  was  said 
as  to  his  advising  the  purchaser  to  build,  did  not  create  a 
variance  between  the  pleading  and  the  proof,  but,  at  most, 
only  varied  the  terms  of  the  contract  relating  to  the  same 
transaction,  and  the  owner  was  not  misled  thereby.  Oeiger  v. 
Riser  (Colo.  Sup.  *10),  107  P.  267. 


See.  420.    Broker  seouring  loan  for  a  less  amonnt^  which  ill 
accepted,  entitled  to  commissions. 

In  an  action  upon  an  agreement  to  pay  a  broker  a  commission 
for  obtaining  a  loan,  it  appeared  that  a  loan  for  a  less  amount 
was  obtained,  and  at  first  accepted,  but  subsequently  declined  by 
the  principal  as  being  insufficient  for  his  purpose.  Heldj  that  the 
service  had  been  rendered  and  the  commission  was  due,  in  the 
absence  of  any  usage  among  New  York  brokers  to  receive  no  com- 
pensation unless  the  matter  was  consummated.  Van  Lieu  v. 
Byrnes,  1  Hilton  (N.  Y.),  133;  Hutchings  v.  Binford,  236  S.  W. 
537,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — .    See  also  Sec.  24. 

Sec.  430.    Broker  to  procure  a  loan  entitled  to  conunissiona  on 
finding  a  lender. 

A  broker  employed  to  effect  a  loan  is  entitled  to  his  conmiis- 
sions  when  he  has  found  a  lender  who  has  the  money  and  who 
approves  of  the  security,  unless  his  rights  are  varied  by  special 
contract;  there  is  always  an  implied  condition  that  the  bor- 
rower will  show  a  good  title.  Phister  v.  Oove,  48  Mo.  App. 
455;  Calvin  Philip  &  Co.  v.  Laylow  (Wash.  Sup.  '09),  104 
P.  610;  Rockwell  V.  Hursi,  13  N.  Y.  S.  290;  Budd  v.  ZoUer, 
52  Mo.  238;  Steele  v.  Lippman,  115  N.  Y.  S.  1099;  Steele  v. 
Bumore,  117  N.  Y.  S.  189. 
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IBeo.  431.    Broker  failing  to  report  finding  lender  not  entitled 
to  commisBionfl. 

Where  an  application  for  a  loan  is  made  to  a  broker,  who 
secures  a  parly  willing  to  make  the  loan,  but  does  not  so  no- 
tify the  applicant,  and  after  the  time  has  elapsed  within  which 
the  broker  was  to  place  the  loan,  the  applicant,  without  knowl- 
edge of  the  steps  taken  by  the  broker,  secures  a  loan  from  the 
same  person  with  whom  the  latter  had  arranged  to  place  it, 
the  broker  is  not  entitled  to  commissions.  Biddison  v.  John- 
son, 50  111.  App.  173.    See  also  Sees.  235,  312,  471. 

See.  4S2.    Where  broker  negotiated  witb  two  jointly,  sale  hy 
owner  to  one  bars  oonunissions. 

Plaintiff  employed  as  a  broker  by  defendant  to  sell  certain 
real  estate,  but  not  having  the  exclusive  right  to  sell,  carried 
on  negotiations  with  two  persons  for  a  purchase  by  them  to- 
gether, but  did  not  succeed  in  effecting  a  sale;  afterward,  one 
of  such  persons  offered  defendant  the  same  price  for  which 
plaintiff  was  authorized  to  sell,  which  defendant  accepted;  it 
did  not  appear  that  plaintiff  had  had  negotiations  with  such 
person  for  a  separate  purchase  by  him,  or  that  such  offer  by 
him  was  the  result  of  his  negotiations  with  plaintiff.  Held, 
that  plaintiff  could  not  recover  commissions  on  the  sale.  Am^ 
strong  v.  Wann,  29  Minn.  126,  12  N.  W.  345 ;  Nadler  v.  Men- 
schd,  110  N.  Y.  S.  384.    See  also  Sec.  437. 

See.  433.    Broker  not  entitled  to  commissions  where  contrMt 
void  by  statute  of  firands. 

A  real  estate  broker  is  not  entitled  to  commissions,  where 
a  sale  to  his  customer  is  not  consummated,  and  the  executory 
contract  of  sale  is  not  binding  under  the  statute  of  frauds. 
Wilson  V.  Mason,  158  III.  304,  42  N.  E.  134.    See  also  Sec.  602. 

A  real  estate  agent  is  not  entitled  to  commissions  on  an  in* 
valid  sale.  VolJeer  v.  Fisk  (N.  J.  Eq.  '09),  72  A.  1011) ;  Voker 
V.  Fisk,  72  A.  1011,  75  N.  J.  Eq.  497;  Pugh  v.  Solein,  180  P. 
930,  —  Or.  Sup.  — ;  Kuh  v.  Lemeke,  180  P.  889,  —  Wash.  Sup. 
— ;  Holland  v.  Johnson,  174  N.  W.  874,  —  N.  D.  Sup.  — ;  Bryan 
V.  Mayo,  124  K  E.  873,  —  Ind.  Sup.  — ;  Purdy  v.  Law,  180  N. 
W.  251,  —  Mich.  Sup.  — .    Compare  Sec.  454. 
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See.  4S3a.  Oontraet  of  employment  of  broker  void  by  law  of 
state  where  made,  void  everywhere;  also  ezoeptionB  to 
application  of  statnte  of  firands. 

Where  a  real  estate  broker's  employment  contract  is  void  in  the 
state  where  made,  because  not  signed  by  both  parties,  it  is  void 
everywhere,  and  no  subsequent  agreement  or  act  based  on  it  can 
give  it  validity.  Osborne  v.  Dannatt,  149  N.  W.  913,  167  Iowa, 
615. 

An  agreement  that  in  case  of  sale  to  S,  in  accordance  with 
contract  of  a  certain  date  entered  into  between  him  and  G,  of  578 
acres  of  laud,  located  in  a  certain  county,  there  would  be  due, 
etc.,  was,  in  effect,  a  promise  to  pay  for  past  services,  not  con- 
trolled by  Bem.  Code  1915,  Sec.  5289,  excepting  agreements  au- 
thorizing brokers  to  sell  realty,  if  in  writing.  Henneberg  y.  Cook, 
175  P.  313,  —  Wash.  Sup.  — . 

Under  Bev.  Stat.  1913,  Sec.  2628,  providing  that  every  contract 
of  brokerage  shall  be  void  unless  in  writing,  contracts  not  in 
writing  are  not  "void,*'  but  merely  ^'voidable'*  or  unenforceable 
for  want  of  evidence  which  the  statute  requires.  Miles  v.  Lampe, 
168  N.  W.  640,  —  Neb.  Sup.  — • 

See.  4SSb.  Statute  recited  making  broker's  contract  for  the 
sale  of  real  estate  void  after  one  year. 

Laws  1911,  c.  157,  providing  that  contract  making  one  an  agent 
for  the  sale  of  real  estate  shall  become  void  after  one  year,  unless 
the  time  of  termination  is  fixed,  rendered  a  contract  for  the  ex- 
clusive sale  of  lots,  without  limitation  as  to  time,  absolutely  void 
after  one  year,  though  the  owner  was  not  aware  of  the  invalidity 
until  later.    Odlin  v.  McAlliaier,,  90  A.  1086,  112  Me.  89. 

Sec.  4S3c.  Contract  of  broker  held  defective  by  trial  court 
becauae  of  printed  signature  excepted  by  appellate  court 
as  contract  had  been  acted  upon. 

Allegation  of  a  broker's  employment  contract  is  not  suJBScient 
under  Rev.  Stat.  1913,  Sec.  2628,  because  sipmature  of  the  broker 
was  printed;  held  error,  where  he  had  acted  on  the  contract. 
Berryman  v.  Childs,  153  N.  W.  486,  98  Neb.  450. 
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Bee.  433d.    Where  contract  void,  notes  conectible,  the  moral 
obligation  being  sufficient  consideration. 

Though  the  oral  promise  to  pay  a  commission  for  effecting  an 
exchange  of  land  was  nnenforceable,  being  within  Comp.  Laws 
1915,  Sec.  11981,  a  note  given  by  the  landowner  for  the  amount 
of  such  commission  is  enforceable,  as  between  the  parties,  the 
moral  obligation  being  sufficient  consideration.  Bctgaeff  y.  Proko- 
pik,  180  N.  W.  427,  —  Mich.  Sup.  — . 

Sec.  434.    Principal  capridonsly  refniing  to  appraise  can  not 
depriye  broker  of  commissions. 

"Where  a  broker  is  employed  to  negotiate  for  a  house  his 
compensation  to  be  paid  for  in  diamonds,  no  particular  dia- 
monds being  particularly  identified,  and  the  broker  finds  a 
house  and  the  principals  agree  as  to  the  price,  the  broker  can 
not  be  deprived  of  his  compensation  by  his  employer's  capri- 
cious refusal  to  agree  to  any  mode  of  appraising  the  diamonds. 
West  V.  Lynch,  1  City  Court  R.  (N.  Y.)  225.    See  also  Sec.  454. 

Sec.  436.    Where  purchaser  refusing  to  take,  knew  the  real 
length  of  lot^  broker  barred  commissions. 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  to  recover  commissions 
earned,  on  the  ground  that  the  purchaser  refuses  to  take  the 
property  on  account  of  false  representations  of  the  length  of 
the  lot,  a  verdict  for  defendant  is  clearly  right,  where  it  ap- 
pears that  the  purchaser  knew  the  exact  length  of  the  lot  be- 
fore  he  agreed  to  purchase  it.  Slaman  v.  Bodwell,  24  Neb. 
790,  40  N.  W.  321;  Bruce  v.  Meaerve,  117  N.  E.  683,  —  Mass. 
Sup.  — .    See  also  Sees.  183,  451. 

A  broker  familiar  with  a  lot  was  employed  to  procure  a  pur- 
chaser. The  owner  stated  to  the  broker  that  the  lot  had  a  front- 
age of  168  feet  on  the  street;  a  purchaser  procured  by  the  broker 
refused  to  complete  the  purchase  because  the  frontage  was  only 
165  feet.  Held,  that  the  broker  was  not  entitled  to  commissions, 
since  he  was  employed  to  procure  a  purchaser  for  the  lot  as  it 
was,  and  the  fact  that  the  owner  told  the  proposed  purchaser 
during  the  negotiations  that  the  frontage  was  168  feet,  did  not 
affect  the  contract  of  brokerage.  Keough  v.  Meyer,  111  N.  Y.  S. 
1,127  App.  Div.  273.    See  also  Sec.  451. 
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Sec.  436.   Where  vendor  sigaifiei  repudiation  of  contract  ten- 
der not  necessary  for  broker  to  recover  commissionB. 

Where  a  contract  of  sale  has  been  revudiated  by  the  vendor, 
proof  of  tender  of  perfonnance  by  the  vendee  is  not  necessary, 
in  an  action  by  the  broker  against  the  vendor  for  his  com- 
missions on  the  sale,  when  it  is  shown  that  it  would  not  have 
been  of  any  avail  if  made.  Harwood  v.  Diemer,  41  Mo.  App. 
48;  Smith  v.  Tatum,  79  S.  E.  776,  140  Ga.  719;  Rothbau7n  v. 
Solomon,  187  HI.  App.  338;  Parker  v.  Seattle  Land  Co.,  165  P. 
1086,  —  Wash.  Sup.  — ;  Merzoian  v.  Eludgian,  191  P.  673,  — 
Cal.  Sup.  — .    See  also  Sec.  625. 

flee.  437.    Where  broker  nnraccesaf nlly  negotiated  with  F,  sate 
by  owner  to  7  and  others  bars  conunissions  to  brdcer. 

Where  a  broker's  contract  for  the  sale  of  land  required  not 
only  the  finding  of  a  purchaser  but  a  sale  to  him  by  the  bro- 
ker, and  it  was  specially  agreed  that  no  commission  should  be 
paid  unless  a  sale  was  actually  made  by  the  broker,  he  could 
not  recover  commissions  for  a  sale  made  to  F.  and  others  by 
the  owner,  because  he  had  submitted  the  land  to  F.  alone,  who 
was  unwilling  to  purchase  on  the  terms  fixed  by  the  owner. 
Burch  v.  Hester  &  Lawhom  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '08),  109  S.  W. 
399;  English  v.  Wm.  Oeorge  Realty  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '09), 
117  S.  W.  996.    See  also  Sec.  432. 

Sec.  438.    Broker  not  entitled  to  commissions  where  par^  to 
make  exchange  does  not  show  good  faith. 

A  contract  of  exchange  negotiated  by  a  broker,  incompletely 
executed  by  the  broker's  principals,  does  not  show  willingness 
to  perform  by  the  alleged  purchaser,  where  the  form  of  the 
contract  and  the  whole  of  the  signatures  thereto  show  that 
some  of  the  conditions  upon  which  the  purchaser  insisted  could 
not  be  complied  with.    Schulte  v.  Meehan^  133  111.  App.  491. 

See  also  Sec.  195. 

Sec  439.    Unless  broker  has  exclusive  agency  not  entitled  to 
conunissions  on  sale  by  another  agent. 

A  broker  who  is  unsuccessful  in  effecting  a  transaction  in 
behalf  of  the  principal  is  not  entitled  to  commissions  upon 
the  success  of  another  broker,  unless  the  principal  gives  him 
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an  ezdoflive  agency  or  promises  to  pay  him  a  commission  even 
though  another  agent  is  sacoessfol.  Lang  y.  Herr,  10  Colo. 
380,  15  P.  802;  Gain  v.  Hess,  102  Iowa,  140,  71  N.  W.  218; 
Letshaw  v.  Maare,  53  Kan.  234,  36  P.  342;  Waltan  v.  N.  O., 
etc.,  R.  Ca,,  23  La.  Ann.  398;  Ward  v.  Fletcher,  124  Mass. 
224;  Danville  v.  Camstrack,  110  Mich.  693,  69  N.  W.  79; 
Tkuner  v.  Ranter,  102  Mich.  59,  60  N.  W.  299;  Emberaan  v. 
Deane,  46  How.  Pr.  236 ;  Owens  v.  Wehrle,  14  Pa.  Super.  Ct. 
536 ;  Pawell  v.  Anderson,  15  Daly,  219,  4  N.  Y.  S.  706 ;  WHsan 
V.  Alexander  (Tex.  Sup.  '92),  18  S.  W.  1057;  Hennings  ▼. 
Parsons,  108  Ya.  1,  61  S.  E.  866.    See  also  Sec.  445. 

Sec.  440.    Broker  entitled  on  sale  by  owners  to  prqporticmale 
commissions  on  share  of  two  tenants  In  common. 

Where  a  broker  had  the  exclusive  control  of  property  for 
the.  purpose  of  sale  so  far  as  two  of  the  several  tenants  in 
common  could  confer  it,  and  was  attempting  to  sell  when  the 
owners  sold,  he  can  recover  a  commission  on  the  two  tenants' 
share  of  the  purchase  money.  Goldsmith  v.  Case,  80  S.  C.  341, 
61  &  E.  555. 

Sec.  440a.    Broker  entitled  to  commission  on  sale  of  land  in 
proportion  as  payments  were  collected. 

Where  defendants  agreed  to  pay  plaintifb  as  a  commission  for 
securing  a  contract  for  defendants,  all  above  a  specified  price,  the 
commission  to  be  paid  ^'in  proportion  as  we  receive  the  money/' 
plaintiffs  were  not  required  to  wait  until  defendants  had  received 
payment  of  the  entire  contract  price,  but  were  entitled  to  be  paid 
their  proportion  of  any  money  which  the  defendants  received 
upon  the  contracts.  Cooper  v.  Midland  Metal  Co.,  66  Pa.  Super. 
Ct.  485. 


CHAPTER  IL 

BKCnOlf.  BECnON. 

441.  Broker  preventing  eompeii-      444.    Interference     by     breaking 

tive  bidding  not  entitled  into  negotiations  started 

to  commiseions.  hy  another  agent. 

442.  Broker  cannot  charge  com-      446.    The   first  broker   who   sue- 

miesions     against     bene*  ceeds  is   entitled   to  the 

ficiary.  commission. 

443.  Volunteers.  446.    Broker  who  was  the  procur- 

ing cause  of  the  sale  is 
entitled  to  compensation. 

Sec.  411.    Broker  preyenting  competitiye  bidding  not  entitled 
to  commissions. 

A  broker  employed  by  a  goardian  of  an  incompetent  person 
to  sell  real  estate  is  not  entitled  to  commissions  if  he  offered 
money  to  another  bidder  to  induce  him  to  refrain  from  bid- 
ding on  the  same  against  the  purchaser  procured  by  the  bro- 
ker, and  without  the  guardian's  knowledge  represented  the 
purchaser,  and  worked  to  secure  the  real  estate  for  him  at  the 
lowest  possible  price.  Trees  v.  MiUikin  (Ind.  App.  '08),  85 
N.  E.  123.     See  also  Sec.  217. 

Bee.  442.    Broker  can  not  charge  commissions  against  benefi- 
ciary. 

Becovery  of  a  real  estate  broker's  commissions  for  procur- 
ing a  purchaser  can  not  be  charged  against  one  who  merely 
had  a  beneficial  interest  in  the  property  without  authority  to 
sell,  and  who,  so  far  as  she  acted  in  negotiations  resulting  in 
the  sale,  referred  the  broker  to  others  who  alone  could  convey. 
Kirivan  v.  Pizer,  109  N.  Y.  S.  739. 

Sec.  443.    Volunteers. 

A  mere  volunteer,  though  he  brings  the  parties  together  and 
is  the  efScient  means  of  procuring  a  sale,  a  lease,  or  an  ez- 

867 


368  AMERICAN  LAW  BEAL  ESTATE  AQENOY. 

change  of  property,  is  not  entitled  to  a  commission.  Albert 
Booth  Cohn  v.  Lee,  117  N.  Y.  S.  550 ;  VUey  v.  Pettit,  96  Ky. 
576,  16  Ky.  L.  R.  650,  29  S.  W.  438;  MerrUl  v.  Latham,  8 
Colo.  App.  263,  45  P.  524;  Witherbee  v.  Walker,  42  Colo.  1, 
93  P.  1118 ;  Keener  v.  Harrod,  2  Md.  63 ;  Fordtran  v.  Stower, 
113  S.  W.  631  (Tex.  C.  A.  '08) ;  Ballentine  v.  Mercer,  130  Mo. 
App.  605,  109  S.  "W.  1037;  Sharp  v.  Hoopes  (N.  J.  Sup.  '06), 
64  A.  989 ;  McClosky  v.  Thompson,  56  N.  Y.  S.  1076,  26  Misc. 
735;  Tinkham  v.  Knox,  18  N.  Y.  S.  433;  Henderson  v.  Sonne- 
baum,  30  Pa.  Sup.  Ct.  182 ;  Samuel  v.  Luchenbach,  205  Pa.  St. 
428,  54  A.  1091.  Contra,  Kinder  v.  Pope,  106  Mo.  App.  536, 
80  S.  W.  315.  See  also  Sec.  466. 

No  recovery  can  be  had  for  services  volunteered  upon  the 
chance  of  obtaining  future  employment.  Such  services  are 
ftiere  gratuities.     Mechem  on  Ag.  Sec.  600. 

In  the  absence  of  a  special  contract,  finding  a  purchaser  is 
not  enough  to  entitle  to  a  commission  where  no  sale  was  made. 
Haase  v.  Schneider,  98  N.  Y.  S.  587,  112  App.  Div.  336;  Pierce 
V.  Thomas,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  354;  Harris  v.  Reynolds  (N.  D.  Sup. 
'07),  114  N.  W.  369.  Nor  does  receiving  money  as  part  pay- 
ment on  a  contract  of  sale  of  real  estate,  and  giving  the  broker 
a  receipt  therefor,  make  him  the  recipient's  agent.  Appeal  of 
Jacquett,  3  Walk.  (Pa.),  13.    See  also  Sec.  399. 

Though  a  mere  volunteer  can  not  recover  for  services  rendered 
without  a  contract  of  employment,  yet  if  the  owner  of  property 
knows  that  the  alleged  volunteer  is  a  broker,  and  is  trying  to  ef- 
fect a  sale,  and  expects  compensation,  and  it  appears  that  the 
owner  encouraged  the  broker  and  led  him  to  believe  that  he  would 
be  compensated,  a  contract  will  be  implied,  if  a  sale  is  consum- 
mated by  the  broker.  Knott  v.  LaJce  Shore  &  M.  S.  By.  Co.,  172 
111.  App.  550. 

Where  an  owner  did  not  ask  the  real  estate  agenf  s  assistance 
in  finding  a  purchaser  for  land,  and  refused  his  request  to  lease 
the  land,  a  contract  of  employment  could  not  be  inferred  from 
the  owner's  knowledge  that  the  agent  was  about  to  take  a  cus- 
tomer and  show  the  farm  with  a  view  of  making  an  offer.  Waish 
A  Oriffen  Co.  y.  Collenbaugh,,  130  N.  W.  792,  150  Iowa,  692. 

Negotiations  by  a  broker  employed  to  procure  a  purchaser  with 
agents  of  one  who  subsequently  purchased  the  property  are  not 
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equivalent  to  negotiations  with  the  purchaser,  where  the  agent 
had  no  authority  to  represent  or  act  for  the  purchaser.  Haase  v. 
Ullman,  131  N.  Y.  Sup.  1050,  148  App.  Div.  40. 

Sec.  444.    Interference  by  breaking  into  negotiatioiui  started 
by  another  agent. 

A  broker  interfering  with  another's  transaction  is  not  en- 
titled to  a  commission.  Reynolds  v.  Tompkins,  23  W.  Va. 
229 ;  Jenks  v.  Nobles,  42  111.  App.  33.  Where  a  broker  to  sell 
advertises  the  property  and  shows  it  to  a  person,  and  another 
broker  buys  the  property  and  conveys  it  to  that  person,  the 
first  broker  is  entitled  to  recover  commissions.  Elemendorf  v. 
Golden,  37  Wash.  664,  80  P.  264. 

Where  a  broker,  through  a  letter  improperly  reaching  him, 
obtains  information  and  directs  the  seeker  to  the  owner,  he  is 
not  entitled  to  commissions  on  an  exchange  of  properties  af- 
terwards effected.  Hamilton  v.  Oillander,  49  N.  Y.  S.  663, 
26  App.  Div.  156.  Where  a  broker,  through  a  mistake  in 
telephoning  the  owner,  telephoned  another  broker  bearing  the 
same  name,  who  thereupon  effected  a  sale,  the  latter  was  not 
entitled  to  commissions.  Shapiro  v.  Shapiro,  103  N.  Y.  S.  305, 
117  App.  Div.  817.  Where  a  broker  was  negotiating  with  a 
customer  whom  he  introduced  to  the  owner,  and  the  latter  told 
the  customer  he  could  buy  cheaper  through  another  agency, 
and  a  sale  was  effected  through  the  latter,  the  former  agent 
was  entitled  to  the  commission.  Oilmore  v.  Freshaur,  126  Mo. 
App.  299,  102  S.  W.  1107. 

A  broker  who  fails  to  procure  a  purchaser  on  the  terms  pro- 
posed and  another  interferes  and  sells  on  different  terms,  or 
at  the  same  price,  is  not  entitled  to  comsussions.  Carlson  v. 
Nathan,  43  111.  App.  364;  Armes  v.  Cameron,  19  D.  C.  435; 
Mears  v.  Stone,  44  HI.  App.  444 ;  Tinsley  v.  Scott,  69  111.  App. 
352;  Livezy  v.  Miller,  61  Md.  336;  Crowningshield  v.  Foster, 
169  Mass.  237,  47  N.  E.  879 ;  Wolff  v.  Rosenberg,  67  Mo.  App. 
403;  Northcupp  v.  Diggs,  128  Mo.  App.  217,  106  S.  W. 
1123;  Chandler  v.  Sutton,  5  Daly  (N.  Y.),  112;  Powell  v. 
Anderson,  15  Daly,  219,  4  N.  Y.  S.  706 ;  Holly  v.  Townsend, 
2  Hilt  (N.  Y.)  34;  De  Zavola  v.  Rozaliner,  84  N.  Y.  S.  969; 
Friedman  v.  Havemeyer,  56  N.  Y.  S.  97,  37  App.  Div.  518; 
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Felman  v.  O'Brien,  61  N.  T.  S.  309,  23  Misc.  341;  Powell  v. 
Lamb,  1  N.  Y.  S.  431 ;  Rae  v.  Kane,  106  N.  Y.  S.  47,  121  App. 
Div.  494;  Land  Mtge.  Bk.  v.  Hargis  (Texas  Civ.  App.  '02),  70 
S.  W.  352. 

Where  a  broker  put  his  principal  into  communication  with 
a  prospective  purchaser,  who  proposed  making  a  proposition, 
but  later  bought  the  property  through  another  agent  at  a 
slightly  reduced  price,  the  first  agent  having  set  on  foot  in- 
quiries and  negotiations  that  culminated  in  a  sale,  was  en- 
titled to  the  commissions.  Cunliff  v.  Hansmann,  97  Mo.  App. 
467,  71  S.  W.  368;  Shinn  v.  Evans,  37  App.  D.  C.  304.  Com- 
pare  Sec.  290. 

A  broker  is  entitled  to  commissions  where  the  principal  inter- 
feres with  the  customer  and  concludes  the  transaction  himself. 
Williams  v.  Bishop,  11  Colo.  App.  378,  63  P.  239. 

A  broker  who  finds  a  purchaser  and  negotiates  with  him  to 
sell  the  laud,  and  when  the  sale  is  nearly  completed,  another 
broker  meets  the  customer,  who  tells  him  of  the  offer  made  by 
the  first  broker,  and  with  full  knowledge  of  the  first  broker's 
negotiations  the  second  broker  sells  the  property  for  a  less  sum 
to  the  customer,  and  the  owner,  ignorant  of  the  first  broker's 
negotiations,  concludes  the  transaction^  the  owner  is  liable  for 
commissions  to  the  first  broker.  Reynolds  v.  Tompkins,  23  W. 
Va.  229 ;  Letvis  v.  McDonald,  83  Neb.  694,  120  N.  W.  207.  See 
also  Sec.  446. 

The  principal  can  not  interfere  with  negotiations  started  by 
the  broker,  revoke  his  authority,  and  sell  the  land  to  his  cus- 
tomer, or  through  another  broker,  and  escape  liability  for  com- 
missions to  the  first  broker,  the  customer  not  having  abandoned 
the  idea  of  purchasing.  Day  v.  Porter,  161  111.  235,  43  N.  E. 
1073 ;  GUlei  v.  Corum,  7  Kan.  156 ;  Coming  v.  Calvert,  2  HUt 
(N.  Y.)  56;  Budd  v.  ZoUer,  52  Mo.  238;  Newton  v.  Conness 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.  '08),  106  S.  W.  892. 

Seo.  445.    The  first  broker  who  snoceeda  is  entitled  to  flie  oom- 
mission. 
Where  two  or  more  brokers  are  employed,  ordinarily  the 
first  who  succeeds  in  actually  producing  a  purchaser  and  con- 
summating a  sale  is  entitled  to  full  commissions.    WheweU  v. 
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McLemon  Realty  &  Const.  Co.,  120  N.  T.  S.  72;  Daniels  v. 
Columbia  H.  Land  Co.,  9  App.  Cas.  (D.  C),  483;  O'Toole  y. 
Dolan,  129  Cal.  471,  62  P.  30;  Glenn  v.  Davidson,  37  Md.  365; 
McCan  v.  Bailey,  60  Mo.  App.  456;  Jennings  v.  Trammer,  52 
Ore.  149;  96  P.  874;  Glasscock  v.  Vanfleet,  100  Tenn.  603, 
46  S.  W.  449;  Yarborough  v.  Creager  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '03), 
77  S.  W.  645;  Osier  v.  Moore,  8  Brit.  Col.  115;  Frinclc  v.  Gt^ 
hert  (Wash.  Sup.  '09),  101  P.  1088;  Eorton  £  Co.  v.  Beall,  171 
S.  W.  894,  116  Ark.  273;  Idelson  v.  Robinson,  150  P.  322,  27 
Colo.  App.  507;  Thorpe  v.  Cameron-Schroth  Co.,  191  111.  App. 
455;  Eieronymus  v.  4«er6tiry,  137  S.  W.  617,  156  Mo.  App.  612; 
Bellis  V.  Hann  &  Kendall,  157  S.  W.  427,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ; 
Hennings  v.  Parsons,  61  S.  E.  866,  108  Va.  1,.  15  Ann.  Cas.  765; 
DalJce  V.  Sivyer,  105  P.  1031,  56  Wash.  462,  27  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.), 
195;  Starks  v.  Springgate,  167  N.  W.  221,  L.  B.  A.  1918  D,  728. 
Compare  Sec.  454. 

Where  several  brokers  attempted  to  secure  a  loan  for  defendant, 
who,  in  good  faith,  paid  the  broker  who  produced  the  party  mak- 
ing the  loan,  defendant  was  not  liable  to  others,  and  was  not  re- 
quired to  make  inquiry  as  to  which  broker  was  the  procuring 
cause  of  effecting  ii  Brooks  v.  Geo.  Q.  Cannon  As^n,  178  P. 
689,  —  Utah  Sup.  — .     • 

In  some  jurisdictions  the  first  broker  who  brings  the  parties 
together  and  induces  the  seller  and  the  purchaser  to  enter  into 
the  contract,  is  entitled  to  the  commission.  Higgins  v.  Miller, 
109  Ky.  209,  68  S.  W.  680,  22  Ky.  L.  R.  702 ;  Baker  v.  Thomas, 
33  K  Y.  S.  613,  12  Misc.  432;  De  Zavola  v.  Rozaliner,  84  N. 
T.  S.  969.  Dalke  v.  Siryer  (Wash.  Sup.  '09),  105  P.  1031.  See 
Sec.  608. 

Where  property  is  placed  with  several  brokers,  the  first  who 
procures  a  contract  of  sale  and  obtains  part  payment  of  the 
purchase  money,  is  entitled  to  the  commission.  Eggleston  v. 
Austin,  27  Kan.  245;  Stewart  v.  Woodward,  7  Kan.  App.  633, 
63  P.  148 ;  O'Toole  v.  Dolan,  129  Cal.  471,  62  P.  30 ;  lAvezy  v. 
Miller,  61  Md.  336;  McCann  y.  Bailey,  60  Mo.  App.  466;  Yar- 
borough V.  Creager  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  *03),  77  S.  W.  646;  Bray  v. 
Chandler,  18  C.  B.  (Eng.),  718,  86  E.  C.  L.  718;  Murray  v. 
Curry,  7  €•  &  ?•  (Eng.),  684,  32  E.  C.  L.  771,  Compare  Sec. 
608. 
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"Where  property  is  placed  with  a  real  estate  agent  for  sale 
and  a  sale  is  brought  about  through  his  agency,  he  is  entitled 
to  his  commissions,  even  though  the  first  negotiations  are  con- 
ducted without  his  knowledge,  and  the  owner,  in  order  to  make 
the  sale  is  compelled  to  vary  the  original  price  and  terms. 
Barton  v.  Rogers,  84  111.  App.  49;  McOuire  v.  Carlam,  61  111. 
App.  295 ;  Jenks  v.  Nobles,  42  111.  App.  33 ;  Dowling  v.  MerriK,^ 
165  Mass.  491,  43  N.  E.  295;  Smith  v.  Truitt,  107  Mo.  App. 
1,  80  S.  W.  686;  Hogan  v.  Slade,  98  Mo.  App.  44,  71  S.  W. 
1104;  Wright  v.  Brown,  68  Mo.  App.  577;  Brennan  v.  Roach, 
47  Mo.  App.  290;  Gibson's  Est.,  3  Pa.  Dist.  147,  14  Pa.  Co. 
Ct.  241 ;  Shipman  v.  Freeh,  1  N.  Y.  S.  67. 

"Where  the  purchaser  begins  ne<?otiations  for  the  purchase 
of  certain  property  through  an  agent  and  completes  through 
other  agents  by  direct  negotiations,  without  the  knowledge  of 
the  first  broker,  can  not  deprive  the  latter  of  his  right  to  com- 
missions. Crowe  V.  Miss.  Valley  Trust  Co.,  85  Mo.  App.  601. 
See  also  Sec.  454. 

A  broker  authorized  to  purchase,  who  made  active  efforts,  but 
another  first  procured  a  satisfactory  offer,  the  first  broker  was 
not  entitled  to  a  commission.  Freeman  v.  Polstein,  97  N.  Y.  S. 
1032,  49  Misc.  644.    Compare  Sec.  464. 

One  who  does  not  himself  produce  the  purchaser,  but  who  in- 
troduces to  the  seller,  as  a  prospective  purchaser,  one  who,  acting 
under  an  independent  brokerage  arrangement  with  the  owner, 
makes  a  sale,  the  first  broker  is  not  entitled  to  commissions.  Peek 
V.  Slifer,  122  111.  App.  21;  Latshaw  v.  Moore,  53  Kan.  234. 
Compare  Sec.  454. 

Where  a  broker  having  property  for  sale  called  the  attention 
of  another  broker  thereto,  and  he  sold,  the  first  was  not  entitled 
to  a  commission.  Shapiro  v.  Shapiro,  103  N.  Y.  S.  305,  117  App. 
Div.  817;  Brannen  v.  Pooh  218  S.  W.  186,  —  Ark  Sup.  — . 

A  sale  made  by  the  second  agent  to  a  client  of  the  first,  but 
at  a  lower  price,  did  not  entitle  the  first  to  a  commission.  Ames 
V.  Cameron,  19  D.  C.  435;  Mears  v.  Stone,  44  111.  App.  444; 
Wolff  V.  Rosenberg,  67  Mo.  App.  403;  Friedman  v.  Havemeyer, 
66  N.  Y.  S.  97,  37  App.  Div.  518 ;  Felman  v.  O'Bnen,  51  N.  Y. 
S.  309,  23  Misc.  341;  Powell  v.  Anderson,  15  Daly  (N.  Y.),  219, 
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4  N.  Y.  S.  706;  Hendricks  v.  Daniels,  19  N.  T.  S.  414;  Powell 
V.  Lamh,  1  N.  Y.  S.  431 ;  Byers  v.  Williams,  141  N.  W.  671,  175 
Mich.  385.    Compare  Sec.  454. 

Defendant  listed  land  with  plaintiff  and  other  brokers  for 
sale.  Plaintiff  communicated  an  "offer^*  which  defendant  ac- 
cepted by  wire,  but  immediately  rescinded  on  receiving  a  tele- 
gram from  the  other  brokers  stating  that  they  had  ^Wd"  the 
land.  Held,  that  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  recover.  Hieronymus 
V.  Atierbury,  137  S.  W.  617,  156  Mo.  App.  612. 

Defendant  having  employed  two  brokers,  and  they  being  en- 
gaged in  a  common  effort  to  sell  the  property  to  the  same  person, 
could  not  rightly  interfere  to  prevent  the  consummation  of  sale 
by  one  in  order  to  favor  the  other,  although  he  could  render  as- 
sistance by  accompanying  brokers  upon  inspection  of  property, 
boosting  the  sale  by  commendation.  Lumsden  v.  Janes,  205  S. 
W.  375,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

It  is  the  broker  who  first  produces  a  customer,  and  is  the  pro- 
curing cause  of  the  sale,  who  is  entitled  to  the  commission,  al- 
though the  actual  sale  is  made  by  another  broker.  Millage  v.  Ir- 
win, 187  P.  525,  —  Colo.  Sup.  — . 

A  broker  with  whom  land  was  listed  at  $29  net  was  entitled 
to  commission  where  he  was  the  cause  of  the  purchaser  from 
another  place  coming  to  look  at  the  land  and  introducing  the  pur- 
chaser to  the  owner  who,  at  the  broker's  request,  priced  the  land 
at  30  an  acre  to  the  purchaser,  although  the  sale  was  made  by  an- 
other broker  at  $28.50  per  acre,  with  whom  the  land  had  been 
listed  at  28,  there  being  no  evidence  to  show  that  the  buyer  would 
not  have  purchased  at  $30  if  it  had  not  been  for  the  second  bro- 
ker.   Id. 

860.  446.    Broker  who  was  the  procaring  caiue  of  the  sale  is 
entitled  to  the  commissioiL 

The  agent  who  is  the  procuring  cause  of  the  sale  is  entitled  to 
compensation.    See  also  Sec.  219. 

Alabava, 
Alexander  v.  Smith,  61  S.  68,  180  Ala.  541. 
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Arkansas. 

Sieivel  v.  Lolly  (Ark.  Sup.  '09),  115  S.  W.  1134;  Bogne  v. 
Marshall  (Ark.  Sup.  '08),  114  S.  W.  714;  Hunton  v.  Marshall, 
76  Ark.  375,  88  S.  W.  963;  Scott  v.  Patterson,  53  Ark.  419, 
13  S.  W.  419. 

Caufobnia. 
Zeimer  y.  Antisell,  75  Cal.  509,  17  P.  642. 

Colorado. 

Anderson  v.  Smyihe,  1  Colo.  App.  253,  28  P.  478;  Babcock 
V.  Merritt,  1  Colo.  App.  84,  27  P.  882;  Oeiger  v.  Riser  (Colo. 
Sup.  10),  107  P.  267;  Lawrence  v.  Weir,  3  Colo.  App.  401, 
33  P.  646 ;  Scott  V.  Lloyd,  19  Colo.  401,  35  P.  733 ;  Quinly  v. 
Telford,  4  Colo.  App.  210,  35  P.  276;  Duncan  v.  Borden,  13 
Colo.  App.  481,  59  P.  60;  Leech  v.  demons,  14  Colo.  App. 
45  59  P.  230;  Wheeler  v.  Beers  (Colo.  Sup.  '09),  101  P.  758. 

Connecticut. 

Hoadley  v.  Danhury  Sav.  Bk.,  71  Conn.  599,  42  A.  667,  44 
L.  R.  A.  321;  Duncan  v,  Kearney,  72  Conn.  585,  45  A.  358; 
Wdliams  v.  Clowes,  75  Conn.  155,  52  A.  820. 

Delaware. 

Hawkins  v.  Chandler,  8  Houst.  (Del.)  434^  32  A.  464;  Held- 
rneyer  v.  Cleaver,  104  A.  635  (Del.  Super.). 

District  of  Coluicbia. 

Bryan  v.  Albert,  3  App.  (D.  G.)  Cas.  180;  Clark  v.  Morris,  30 
App.  (D.  C.)  Cas.  563. 
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Gbobcoa. 
Indian  Trust  Co.  v.  SandUin,  125  Ga.  222,  54  S.  E.  65. 

Idaho. 
Church  V.  Dennifig,  14  Ida,  776,  96  P.  263, 

Illinois. 

Henry  v.  Stewart,  185  lU.  448,  57  N.  E.  190;  Rigdon  v. 
Moore,  226  lU.  382,  80  N.  E.  901;  Sievers  v.  Griffin,  14  111. 
App.  63;  Davis  v.  Oassett,  30  111.  App.  41;  Adams  v.  Decker, 
34  ni.  App.  17;  Jenks  v.  A'ofcZe*,  42  lU.  App.  33;  Clark  v. 
Nessler,  50  HI.  App.  550 ;  Watts  v.  Howard,  51  111.  App.  243 ; 
Neufeld  v.  Oren,  60  111.  App.  350;  McOuire  v.  Carfan,  61  111. 
App.  295;  Pate  v.  March,  65  111.  App.  482;  Barton  v.  Rogers, 
84  111.  App.  49;  Z>6an  v.  ilrc/ier,  103  111.  App.  455;  Shannon 
V.  Potts,  117  111.  App.  80 ;  Rigdon  v.  Strong,  128  HI.  App.  447 
TTe^*  End  Store  v.  Jfanw,  133  111.  App.  544;  Finch  Bros,  v 
Betz,  134  111.  App.  471 ;  Dickson  v.  Owen*,  134  111.  App.  561 
Patten  v.  Willis,  134  111.  App.  645;  Oould  v.  Btcard,  136  111 
App.  322;  Wright  y.  McClintock,  136  111.  App.  438;  Stine  v 
Ferry  (111.  App.  '09),  88  N.  E.  186;  Wmetur  v.  J(W««,  113  111 
App.  129. 

Indiana. 

Clifford  V.  Jfcycr,  6  Ind.  App.  633,  34  N.  E.  23;  Mullen  v. 
Bowen,  26  Ind.  App.  253,  59  N.  E.  419;  Shelton  v.  Lundin 
(Ind.  App.  '10),  90  N.  E.  387. 

Iowa. 

Kelley  v.  Stone,  94  Iowa,  316,  62  N.  W.  842;  Stanford  v. 
BeK,  99  Iowa,  545,  68  N.  W.  817 ;  Semple  v.  Band,  112  Iowa, 
616,  84  N.  W.  683 ;  Rounds  v.  Alee,  116  Iowa,  345,  89  N.  W. 
1098;  Hun  V.  Ashton,  121  Iowa,  265,  96  N.  W.  745;  Gibson 
V.  Jlttn*  (Iowa  Sup.  '03),  94  N.  W.  277;  Lewis  v.  flftwmilcfc, 
130  Iowa,  203,  106  N.  W.  624. 
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Kansas. 

Driesbach  v.  Rollins,  39  Kan.  268,  18  P.  187;  Marlott  v. 
Elliott,  69  Kan.  477,  77  P.  104;  Votaw  v.  McKeever,  76  Kan. 
870,  92  P.  1120. 

Kentucky. 

Higgins  v.  MUler,  109  Ky.  203,  22  L.  R.  702,  58  S.  W.  580; 
Collier  v.  Johnson,  23  Ky.  L.  R.  2453,  67  S.  W.  830 ;  Hopkins 
V.  Moseley,  31  Ky.  L.  R.  1308,  105  S.  W.  104 ;  Hobbs  v.  MiUer, 
14  Ky.  L.  R.  719. 

Louisiana. 
Taylor  v.  Martin,  109  La.  137,  33  S.  112. 

Maine. 
Straut  V.  Hubbard  (Me.  Sup.  '08),  71  A.  1020. 

Maryland. 

Schwartz  v.  Yearly,  31  Md.  270;  Livezy  v.  Miller,  61  Mi 
336 ;  Waiter  v.  Baldioin,  106  Md.  619,  68  A.  25. 

Massachusetts. 

Desmond  v.  Stebbins,  140  Mass.  339,  5  N.  B.  150;  DowUng 
V.  Merrill,  165  Mass.  491,  43  N.  E.  295;  Whitcomb  v.  Jfocon, 
170  Mass.  479,  49  N.  E.  742;  French  v.  itfcZay,  181  Mass.  485, 
63  N.  E.  1068;  Sullivan  v.  Tufts  (Mass.  Sup.  '09),  89  N.  E. 
239;  Waiard  v.  WnVW  (Mass.  Sup.  '09),  89  N.  E.  559. 

Michigan. 

Ellsmore  v.  Oamble,  62  Mich.  543,  29  N.  W.  97;  Wood  v. 
Wells,  103  Mich.  320,  61  N.  W.  503. 

Minnesota. 

Armstrong  v.  Wann,  29  Minn.  126,  12  N.  W.  345;  Putman 
V.  Howe,  39  Minn.  363,  40  N.  W.  258. 
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Missouri. 

Brennan  v.  Roach,  47  Mo.  290;  Stande  v.  Blesch,  42  Mo. 
App.  578;  Russell  v.  Poor  (Mo.  App.  '08),  119  S.  W.  433; 
Goffe  V.  Oibson,  18  Mo.  App.  1 ;  Ramsey  v.  West,  31  Mo.  App. 
676 ;  Millan  v.  Porter,  31  Mo.  App.  563 ;  Wright  v.  Brown,  68 
Mo.  App.  577 ;  Crowley  v.  SomervUle,  70  Mo.  App.  376 ;  Camp- 
lell  V.  Vanstine,  73  Mo.  App.  84 ;  Hogan  v.  Slade,  98  Mo.  App. 
44,  71  S.  W.  1104;  McCreary  v.  Kellogg,  106  Mo.  App.  597, 
81  S.  W.  465 ;  Smith  v.  Truitt,  107  Mo.  App.  1,  80  S.  W.  686 ; 
Sallee  v.  McMurray,  113  Mo.  App.  253;  88  S.  W.  151;  Glade 
V.  Eastern  III  Min.  Co.,  129  Mo.  App.  443,  107  S.  W.  1002. 

Nebraska. 

Frenzer  v.  Lee  (Neb.  Sup.  '02),  90  N.  W.  914;  Butler  v. 
Kennard,  23  Neb.  357,  36  N.  W.  579;  8t,  Felix  v.  (?rie5,  34 
Neb.  800,  52  N.  W.  821;  Hambleton  v.  iJ'or^,  58  Neb.  282,  78 
N.  W.  498 ;  Craig  v.  Weed,  58  Neb.  782,  79  N.  W.  718 ;  Lewis 
V.  McDonaldiNeh.  Sup.  '09),  120  N.  W.  207 ;  Wasmsr  v.  Lean,  32 
Neb.  519,  49  N.  W.  463. 

New  Hampshire. 
Morrison  v.  Hall,  96  A.  298,  —  N.  H.  Sup.  — . 


New  Jersey. 

Shepherd  v.  Hadden,  29  N.  J.  L.  334;  Treeland  v.  Vetierlein, 
33  L.  J.  L.  247 ;  Derrickson  v.  Quimby,  43  N.  J.  L.  373. 


New  Mexico. 


Jackson  v.  Brower,  167  P.  6,  22  N.  M.  616. 
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New  York. 

Uoyd  V.  Matthews,  51  N.  Y.  124;  Sussdorf  v.  Schmidt,  55 
N.  Y.  319;  Wylie  v.  Marine  Nat.  Bk.,  61  N.  Y.  415;  ColweU  v. 
Tompkins,  158  N.  Y.  690,  53  N.  B.  1124 ;  Walton  v.  McMorrow, 
175  N.  Y.  493,  67  N.  B.  1090;  Shipman  v.  Freeh,  1  N.  Y.  S.  67; 
King  v.  Batter,  8  N.  Y.  S.  466 ;  Turner  v.  Putnam,  13  N.  Y.  S. 
567;  Bickard  v.  Hoffman,  19  N.  Y.  S.  472;  Johnson  v.  Bwrn- 
heimer,  19  N.  Y.  S.  37 ;  Van  Doren  v.  Jelliff,  20  N.  Y.  S.  636, 
1  Misc.  354;  Meyers  v.  Dean,  29  N.  Y.  S.  578;  9  Misc.  183; 
McKnight  v.  Thayer,  21  N.  Y.  S.  440;  Whitehead  v.  ffebcy, 
22  N.  Y.  S.  923,  3  Misc.  378 ;  Baker  v.  Thomas,  31  N.  Y.  S. 
993,  11  Misc.  112;  Atwater  v.  Wason,  34  N.  Y.  S.  153,  13 
Misc.  117 ;  Ware  v.  Dos  Passos,  38  N.  Y.  S.  673,  4  App.  Div. 
32;  Randruff  v.  Schroeder,  46  N.  Y.  S.  943,  21  Misc.  52;  Woods 
y.  Barton,  47  N.  Y.  S.  184,  21  Misc.  326;  Wychoff  v.  BisseU, 
48  N.  Y.  S.  1018,  24  App.  Div.  66;  HamUton  v.  Oillander,  49 
N.  Y.  S.  663,  26  App.  Div.  156;  Hay  v.  Piatt,  21  N.  Y.  S.  362, 
66  Hnn,  488 ;  McNulty  v.  Bowe,  59  N.  Y.  S.  690,  28  Misc.  523 ; 
Goodwin  v.  Brennecke,  47  N.  Y.  S.  266,  21  App.  Div.  138; 
Burke  v.  Pfeffer,  68  N.  Y.  S.  799,  34  Misc.  794;  Weinstein  v. 
Goldberg,  40  N.  Y.  S.  680,  17  Misc.  613,  75  N.  Y.  St.  84;  De 
Zavola  V.  Bosaliner,  84  N.  Y.  S.  969 ;  Schatzberg  v.  Frosworth, 
84  N.  Y.  S.  259 ;  Whiteley  v.  Terry,  82  N.  Y.  S.  89,  83  App. 
Div.  197 ;  Summers  v.  Carey,  74  N.  Y.  S.  980,  69  App.  Div. 
428;  Bellesheim  v.  Palm,  66  N.  Y.  S.  273,  54  App.  Div.  77; 
Johnson  v.  Lord,  54  N.  Y.  S.  922,  35  App.  Div.  325 ;  Phinney 
V.  Chesebro,  84  N.  Y.  S.  449,  87  App.  Div.  409;  WooUey  v. 
Buhler,  25  N.  Y.  S.  1045,  73  Hun,  158;  Smith  v.  Seattle,  etc., 
B.  Co.,  25  N.  Y.  S.  368,  72  Hun,  202 ;  Martin  v.  Fegan,  88  N. 
Y.  S.  472,  95  App.  Div.  154;  Doran  v.  Bernard,  45  N.  Y.  S. 
387,  18  App.  Div.  36;  Southunck  v.  Swavinski,  99  N.  Y.  S. 
1079,  114  App.  Div.  681;  O'Shea  v.  BriK,  108  N.  Y.  S.  1020; 
Dreyer  v.  Bush,  42  How.  Pr.  22,  3  Daly,  434 ;  Harris  v.  Burt- 
nell,  2  Daly,  189;  MoraceUa  v.  Odell,  3  Daly,  123;  Jungeblut 
V.  Gindra,  118  N.  Y.  S.  942 ;  Winans  v.  Jogues,  10  Daly,  487 ; 
Nicholson  v.  Harrison,  120  N.  Y.  S.  923;  Chilton  v.  BuiZer, 
1  B.  D.  Smith,  150;  Morgan  v.  Mason,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  636; 
White  V.  Tvntchings,  26  Hun,  503;  McClave  v.  Patne,  2 
Sweeney,  407,  41  How.  Pr.  140 ;  Frazer  v.  Brown,  67  N.  Y.  S. 
966,  33  Misc.  591;  Glentworthy  v.  Lathe,  21  Barb.  145;  Met- 
calfe V.  Gordon,  83  N.  Y.  S.  808,  86  App.  Div.  368. 
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NoBTH  Carolina. 
Einsland  v.  Ortmshaw  (N.  C.  Sup.   '07),  59  S.  E.  1000. 

Obbgon. 

Wolverton  v.  Tuttler,  51  Ore.  501,  94  P.  961;  Jennings  Y. 
Trummers,  52  Ore.  149,  96  P.  874. 

Ohio. 
B<msh  V.  Loeffler,  18  Cir.  Ct.  806,  6  0.  Cir.  Dec.  760. 

Oklahoma. 
Tarbarough  v.  Richardson,  131  P.  680,  38  Okl.  11. 

Pbnnbtltania. 

Earp  V.  Cummins,  54  Pa.  St.  394;  Haines  v.  Signer,  9  Phila. 
61;  Burchfield  v.  Oriffith,  10  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  618;  Inslee  v.  J(mes, 
Brightly,  76;  Gibson's  Est,  3  Pa.  Dirt.  147,  14  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  241. 

Bhode  Island. 
Greene  v.  Mitchell,  102  A.  616,  —  B.  I.  Sup.  — . 

SotiTH  Carolina. 
GoUismiih  v.  Coze,  80  S.  C.  341,  61  S.  E.  555. 

South  Dakota. 
Wychof  V.  Kerr  (S.  D.  Sup.  '09),  123  N.  W.  733. 
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Texas. 

Bowser  v.  Field  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '91),  17  S.  W.  45;  Smith 
V.  Fowler  (Tex.  C.  A.  '09),  122  S.  W.  598;  Newton  v.  Dickson 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.  '09) >  116  S.  W.  143;  Brown  v.  Shelton  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.  '93),  23  S.  W.  483;  Hahl  v.  Wickes,  44  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  76,  97  S.  W.  838;  Gray  v.  Carroll  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '07), 
105  S.  W.  214;  West  v.  Thompson  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '08),  106 
S.  W.  1134;  Bowman  v.  8.  W.  Land  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '08), 
107  S.  W.  585;  Edwards  v.  Pike  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '08),  107  S. 
W.  586;  Schultz  V.  Zelman  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '08),  111  S.  W. 
776 ;  Peach  River  Lumber  Co.  v.  Montgomery  (Tex.  Civ.  App. 
'08),  115  S.  W.  87. 

VntGINIA. 

Gannon  v.  Bates,  80  S.  B.  681,  116  Va.  71L 

Washington. 

Norris  v.  Byrne,  38  Wash.  592,  80  P.  808;  Frinh  v.  Gilbert, 
101  P.  1088,  53  Wash.  392 ;  Dore  v.  Jones,  126  P.  413,  70  Wash. 
157 ;  Parker  v.  Seattle  Land  &  Imp.  Co.,  165  P.  1086,  —  Wash. 
Sup.  — . 

West  Vieginia. 
Cooper  V.  Upton  (W.  Va.  Sup.  '09),  64  S.  E.  623. 

Wyoming. 

Murphy  v.  W.  &  F.  lAve  Stock  Co.,  187  P.  187,  re.  den.,  189 
P.  867,  —  Wyo.  Sup.  — . 

England. 

Bray  v.  Chandler,  18  C.  B.  717,  86  E.  C.  L.  718;  MurraAf  v. 
Curry,  7  C.  &  P.  684,  32  E.  C.  L.  771;  Colonial  Trust  Co.  v. 
Pac.  Packing  &  Nav.  Co.,  168  Fed.  277,  86  C.  C.  A.  539.  Com- 
pare Sec.  681. 
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If  a  broker  is  the  procuring  cause  of  the  sale,  the  owner 
can  not  sell  at  a  lower  price,  and  thereby  escape  liability  for 
commissions.  Huhachek  v.  Hazzard,  83  Minn.  437,  86  N.  W. 
426;  Frayner  v.  Morse,  55  Neb.  595,  75  N.  W.  1103.  If  the 
broker  be  the  instrument  through  whom  a  sale  has  been  ef- 
fected, no  sort  of  artifice,  deceit  or  fraud  will  deprive  him  of 
Ms  commission.  C order  v.  O'Neill,  176  Mo.  401,  75  S.  W.  764, 
774. 

The  fact  that  before  a  sale  the  broker  did  not  inform  the 
owner  that  the  prospective  purchaser  was  his  customer  is  not 
altogether  controlling.  Metcalfe  v.  Gordon,  83  N.  Y.  S.  808, 
86  App.  Div.  368.  Where  a  broker  is  employed  to  find  a  pur- 
chaser at  a  price  satisfactory  to  his  principal,  as  a  condition 
to  demand  commissions  he  must  be  the  procuring  cause  of  the 
sale.  Reads  v.  Hank,  147  Mich.  42,  110  N.  W.  130,  13  D.  L. 
N.  952.  A  broker  who  merely  called  the  attention  of  a  church 
officer  to  a  lot  he  had  for  sale,  telling  him  the  price,  is  not 
the  efficient  and  procuring  cause  of  the  sale,  where  the  church 
refused  to  purchase  through  him,  and  bought  the  property 
through  another  agent.  Wiiherbee  v.  Walker,  42  Colo.  1,  93 
P.  1118. 

Plaintiff,  a  real  estate  broker,  with  authority  to  sell  land, 
visited  defendant  with  a  purchaser,  and  thereafter  continued 
negotiations  which  were  never  expressly  terminated.  Without 
any  intervening  agency  the  purchaser  decided  to  buy,  but 
made  an  arrangement  with  another  real  estate  broker  where- 
by such  broker  agreed  to  divide  his  commissions  with  the  pur- 
chaser, and  the  latter  broker,  with  full  knowledge  of  plain- 
tiff's negotiations,  solicited  and  received  authority  to  sell  the 
land,  the  owner  not  knowing  of  plaintiff's  negotiations  with 
the  purchaser.  Held,  that,  as  between  the  brokers,  plaintiff's 
efforts  were  the  procuring  cause  of  the  sale,  and  he  was  en- 
titled to  the  commissions.  Lewis  v.  McDonald,  83  Neb.  694, 
120  N.  W.  207.    See  also  Sec.  444. 
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If  a  broker  is  the  procuring  cause  of  a  sale  of  realty^  it  is  im- 
material to  his  right  to  commission  that  he  did  not  personally 
conduct  negotiations,  was  not  present  when  the  bargain  was 
dosed,  or  that  the  principal  at  the  time  did  not  know  that  the 
purchaser  was  found  by  the  broker.  Oilbert  v.  McCullough,  125 
N.  W.  175,  146  Iowa,  353 ;  McKinney  v.  Thedford,  166  S.  W.  443. 

The  broker  must  be  the  direct  and  proximate  cause,  and  not 
an  indirect,  incidental  or  remote  cause  of  bringing  a  customer  to 
his  principal.  Lord  v.  U.  8.  Trans.  Co.,  128  N.  Y.  Sup.  451,  143 
App.  Div.  437. 

The  broker  is  entitled  to  the  commission  who  brought  the 
parties  together,  and  not  the  other,  who  was  employed  by  the 
purchaser  and  closed  the  sale.  Central  Tumverein  of  Pittsburgh 
V.  Fitzpatrick,  86  A.  487,  238  Pa.  532. 

Broker,  to  be  the  procuring  cause  of  a  sale,  must  first  call 
the  purchaser's  attention  to  the  property  and  start  negotiations 
which  culminate  in  a  sale.  Wheeler  v.  Hunt,  133  P.  52,  37  Okl. 
523 ;  Langford  v.  hsenbuth,  134  N.  W.  889,  28  S.  D.  451. 

Where  negotiations  resulting  in  a  sale  of  land  were  not  car* 
ried  on  by  the  agent,  but  by  the  owner,  the  agent  must  show  that 
he  was  the  efficient  cause  of  the  negotiations  resulting  in  a  sale 
before  he  will  be  entitled  to  a  commission.  Cooper  v.  Upton,  64 
S.  E.  523,  60  W.  Va.  648,  65  W.  Va.  401. 

To  entitle  him  to  commissions,  a  broker  need  not  personally 
conduct  the  negotiations  leading  to  the  sale,  or  be  present  when 
it  is  completed,  nor  need  the  principal  know,  at  the  time,  that 
the  purchaser  was  found  by  the  broker,  it  only  being  essential 
that  the  broker's  efforts  be  the  producing  cause  of  the  sale.  Justy 
V.  Erro,  117  P.  575,  16  Cal.  App.  519;  Pridmore  v.  Wilson,  159 
111.  App.  343;  Sidebothom  v.  Spengler,  133  S.  W.  101,  154  Mo. 
App.  11. 

Where  a  sale  is  actually  made  through  the  owner  closing  the 
deal  with  the  customer  of  the  broker,  the  broker  need  not,  to  re- 
cover, show  that  the  sale  was  completed  within  the  time  fixed  in 
the  contract  of  employment,  or  in  an  option  on  the  property,  pro- 
vided the  broker  initiated  the  transaction  of  purchase  within  the 
prescribed  time,  and  was  the  procuring  cause.  Cole  v.  Crump, 
156  S.  W.  769,  174  Mo.  App.  216. 
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Under  the  ordinary  realty  broker's  contract,  one  whose  services 
were  the  predominating  e£Scient  cause  of  the  sale  is  entitled  to 
the  commission,  although  others  may  have  contributed  to  its  con- 
summation. Myers  v.  Batcheller,  163  N*.  Y.  Sup.  688,  177  App. 
Div.  47. 

Where  the  defendant  listed  her  property  for  sale  with  tlie  plain- 
tiffs, who  adveiiised  it,  and  later  one  of  them  showed  it  to  the 
purchaser^  who  had  been  referred  to  them  by  another  real  estate 
agent  to  whom  the  purchaser  had  applied  for  information  as  to 
places  for  rent,  suggesting  that  the  purchaser  buy  the  place,  and 
gave  him  the  price,  and  notified  the  defendant  that  the  property 
had  been  submitted  to  the  purchaser,  and  the  latter  returned  to 
the  o£Sce  of  the  other  agent,  where  the  sale  was  negotiated ;  held, 
that  the  plaintiffs  were  the  procuring  cause  of  the  sale  and  en- 
titled to  the  commission.    Engels  v.  Manning,  202  111.  App.  209. 

Where  the  plaintiff,  after  submitting  to  the  defendant  a  propo- 
gition  for  trading  the  defendant's  real  estate  for  certain  other 
real  estate,  which  the  defendant  rejected,  and  informed  plaintiff 
he  wanted  cash  for  his  property,  and  took  no  further  action  in 
the  matter;  and  about  ten  months  later  a  trade  of  such  real  es- 
tate was  tendered  through  another  agent,  who  effected  such  trade 
by  first  procuring  a  purchaser  for  the  real  estate  the  defendant 
took  in  trade.  Held,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  the  procuring 
cause  of  the  trade,  notwithstanding  he  first  proposed  it.  Saldino 
T.  Kadison,  204  111.  App.  197. 

Plaintiff,  who  showed  purchaser  a  number  of  farms,  including 
defendant's  farm,  after  he  had  arranged  to  visit  such  farms  with 
another  broker  from  whom  he  subsequently  purchased;  held,  not 
effective  agent  in  bringing  about  the  sale.  Bliss  v.  Reed,,  102  A. 
610,  —  E.  I.  — . 

Where  an  owner  of  real  estate  sets  machinery  in  motion  to 
induce  a  sale  of  real  estate  through  the  agency  of  a  broker,  and  a 
sale  results  through  the  broker's  intervention,  it  is  not  material 
that  the  negotiations  were  concluded  directly  with  the  owner;  in 
such  case  the  broker  is  entitled  to  his  commissions.  Cain  v. 
Werner,  67  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  438. 

If,  after  negotiations  between  the  owner  of  real  estate  and  a 
prospective  purchaser  have  been  broken  off,  the  owner,  after  prom- 
ising an  agent  that  he  will  pay  him  commissions  if  he  will  get 
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such  prospective  purcHaser  to  buy  the  property,  makes  a  sale  to 
such  purchaser,  after  efforts  of  the  agent  had  had  the  effect  of 
bringing  the  parties  to  an  understanding,  such  agent  may  recover 
the  agreed  commissions.    O'Connor  v.  Kennedy,  200  111.  App.  426. 

Under  bare  contract  to  pay  a  commission  "for  trading  my  615 
acres  farm  at  H.  for  garage  at  H.,*'  the  agent  is  entitled  to  com- 
mission on  such  615  acres,  although  owner  gave  other  land  in  ad- 
dition, and  made  various  arrangements  as  to  incumbrances  with- 
out consulting  the  agent.  Herr  v.  McGonnell,  119  N*.  E.  496,  — 
Ind.  App.  — . 

Plaintiffs  were  not  the  procuring  cause  of  the  trade  of  defend- 
ant's property,  where  defendant  refused  to  make  it  without  know- 
ing the  name  of  the  owner  of  the  other  property  when  it  was  first 
proposed  by  plaintiff,  and  several  months  later  effected  a  trade 
through  his  answer  to  an  advertisement  by  the  owner  of  the  prop- 
erty, with  which  plaintiffs  had  nothing  to  do.  Boegmer  v.  Frey, 
209  111.  App.  303. 

Broker  having  contract  to  sell  land  at  stipulated  price  can  not 
recover  commissions  on  sale  made  by  seller  on  the  ground  of 
being  the  procuring  cause  of  such  sale,  unless  it  aflSrmatively  ap- 
pears that  sale  was  made  on  the  terms  on  which  plaintiff  was  au- 
thorized to  procure  a  purchaser.  Sanden  &  Huss  v.  Ausenhtts, 
168  N.  W.  801,  —  Iowa  Sup.  — . 

That  brokers  have  introduced  a  prospective  purchaser  to  look 
at  certain  land,  but  has  failed  to  make  a  sale  before  the  land  is 
withdrawn  from  the  market,  does  not  establish  connection  with 
a  subsequent  purchase  of  such  land  by  the  same  purchaser  direct 
from  the  owner,  so  as  to  create  a  liability  for  commissions  where, 
during  the  intervening  time,  the  purchaser  has  changed  his  mind. 
Saunders  v.  Hackley  <£  Hume  Co.,  208  S.  W.  67,  —  Mo.  Sup.  — . 

Where  purchasers  had  been  trying  to  buy  property  for  a  period 
of  eleven  years,  and  during  such  period  had  been  negotiating  with 
owners,  broker  was  not  procuring  or  efficient  cause  of  sale,  though 
he  had  the  property  listed  and  had  sent  purchasers  letters  de- 
scribing it,  among  other  properties  for  sale,  without  calling  par- 
ticular attention  to  it.  Roth  v.  Thomson,  180  P.  656,  —  Cal. 
Sup.  — . 

Where  a  broker  employed  to  sell  property  found  a  prospective 
purchaser,  but  failed  to  sell,  and  such  purchaser  thereafter  secretly 


COMKISSION  AND  COMPENSATION  OF  AGENTS.  385 

arranged  with  a  third  party  to  purchase  the  property  directly  from 
the  owner,  and  neither  the  broker  nor  the  owner  knew  of  such 
secret  arrangement,  the  broker  was  not  the  procuring  cause  of  the 
sale.    Bitch  v.  Robertson,  106  A.  509,  —  Conn.  Sup.  — . 

Where  sale  was  effected  upon  terms  entirely  different  from  the 
offer  made  by  plaintiff  for  the  purchaser  he  interested,  and 
through  the  disassociated  efforts  of  an  independent  broker,  plain- 
tiff could  not  recover  commissions,  he  not  being  the  procuring 
cause  of  the  contract.  Morgan  v.  Congregation  Agudath  Achim 
of  Harlem,  176  N.  Y.  Sup.  707. 

It  is  not  the  law  that  a  real  estate  broker  can  not  recover  a 
commission  on  sale  of  a  farm,  though  he  was  the  inducing  cause 
thereof,  if  the  owner  did  not  know  when  he  sold  that  the  broker 
had  been  the  main  efficient  cause  of  inducing  the  purchaser  to 
buy.    Thomas  v.  Wychoff,  174  N.  W.  26,  —  Iowa  Sup.  — . 

If  a  realty  broker  told  the  purchaser  of  a  farm  ^Tie  would  not 
want  the  land,  that  there  was  no  use  to  go  to  see  it,  and  that  it 
was  rough,*'  etc.,  but  the  purchaser,  nevertheless,  bought  through 
the  efforts  of  some  one  other  than  plaintiff,  plaintiff  was  not  en- 
titled to  a  commission.    Id. 

A  broker  who  did  not  have  the  exclusive  sale  of  property  can 
not  recover  commissions  without  showing  that  his  services  were 
the  effective  cause  of  bringing  about  the  sale,  it  being  insufficient 
that  he  procured  the  one  and  communicated  to  the  owner  who 
purchased  the  property.  Rosenfield  v.  Wall,  109  A.  409,  —  Conn. 
Sup.  — . 

Where  two  or  more  brokers,  without  exclusive  authority  to  sell, 
each  playing  some  part  in  bringing  about  a  sale,  each  is  not  en- 
titled to  a  commission,  or  to  a  share  of  the  commission,  but  some 
one  of  them  is  entitled  to  the  whole  commission;  t.  e.,  he  who 
deserves  to  be  regarded  as  the  procuring  cause  of  the  sale  by 
reason  of  his  efforts  having  been  the  efficient  proximate  cause  of 
its  accomplishment,  or  the  predominating  efficient  cause.  Murphy 
V.  Linsky,  109  A.  412,  —  Conn.  Sup.  — ;  Rosenfield  v.  Wall,  109 
A.  409,  —  Conn.  Sup.  — . 

Defendant  listed  his  property  with  plaintiff  broker  for  sale,  but 
gave  no  exclusive  agency,  and  while  the  broker  discovered  one  who 
ultimately  purchased  the  property,  he  was  unable  to  procure  from 
the  purchaser  an  offer  which  the  owner  would  accept.    Held,  that 
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where  the  owner  accepted  a  larger  offer  made  through  a  hroker 
whom  the  purchaser  engaged,  plaintiff  could  not  recover  commis- 
sion,  not  having  been  the  efScient  cause  of  the  sale.  Bosenfield  v. 
Wall,  109  A.  409,  —  Conn.  Sup.  — . 

The  mere  fact  that  a  realty  broker,  without  an  exclusive  agency 
to  sell,  first  approached  the  ultimate  buyer  through  the  latter's 
agents,  and  thus  brought  him  into  the  field  as  a  possible  pur- 
chaser, a  sale  to  him  on  different  terms  than  first  authorized,  but 
satisfactory  to  the  owner,  if  in  fact  consummated,  is  not  decisive 
of  the  broker's  right  to  a  commission,  though  deserving  of  consid- 
eration in  passing  on  claim.  Murphy  v.  Linsky,  109  A.  412,  — 
Conn.  Sup.  — . 

Where  broker,  who  had  been  employed  by  owner  to  find  a  pur- 
chaser upon  terms  acceptable  to  her,  introduced  purchaser  to 
owner,  and  where  the  contract  thereupon  entered  into  was  there- 
after abrogated,  and  a  new  contract  entered  into  upon  different 
terms,  and  where  broker's  employment  was  continued  after  abro- 
gation, and  contract  of  agency  was  in  full  force  at  the  time  of 
making  the  new  contract,  owner  was  liable  for  commission,  even 
though  in  entering  into  the  new  contract  parties  had  negotiated 
directly,  without  the  knowledge  of  the  broker,  the  broker  being 
the  procuring  cause.  Harvey  &  NewinSj  Inc.  v.  Hermann,  181 
N.  Y.  Sup.  42. 

In  a  realty  broker's  action  for  commissions,  as  having  brought 
about  a  sale  to  the  ultimate  buyer  first  approached  by  him,  evi- 
dence held  to  sustain  jury's  finding  that  plaintiff  was  not  the 
efficient  procuring  cause  of  sale,  despite  his  claim  that  when  he 
first  approached  the  buyer  the  latter  was  ready,  able  and  willing 
to  buy  on  the  terms  ultimately  concluded,  and  subsequently 
merely  availed  himself  of  opportunity  to  do  so  through  another 
broker,  owner  having  meanwhile  decided  to  accept  less  price.  Iftir- 
phy  V.  LinsJcy,  109  A.  412,  —  Conn.  Sup.  — . 

Broker,  to  be  entitled  to  recover  commissions,  must  have  been 
the  procuring  cause  of  that  for  which  he  is  employed,  it  being 
insufficient  that  his  act  was  merely  one  of  the  links  in  a  chain  of 
causes.    Low  v.  Paddock,  220  S.  W.  969,  —  Mo.  App.  — . 

Where  the  terms  of  a  broker's  contract  authorizing  him  to  sell 
a  farm  bound  the  owner  for  commissions  if  sale  was  made  on  the 
terms  stated,  or  on  such  other  price  or  terms  as  might  thereafter 
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be  agreed  to  by  the  owner^  the  fact  that  the  owner  and  a  pros* 
pective  buyer  procnred  by  the  broker  did  not  agree  on  terms  at 
their  first  meetings  did  not  absolve  the  owner  from  payment  of 
conmiission  if  a  sale  was  subsequently  made  to  the  buyer  on  dif- 
ferent termS;  and  the  broker  was  its  procuring  cause,  though  the 
owner  had  previously  revoked  the  broker's  authority,  the  contract 
covering  no  specific  time,  such  revocation  having  been  in  bad 
faith  and  to  avoid  payment  of  commission.  Baskeit  v*  Jones,  225 
S.  W.  158,  —  Ky.  Ct.  App.  — . 

Simply  to  show  that  a  broker  is  the  eflScient  cause  of  consum- 
mation of  a  sale  does  not  show  an  agency  to  sell.  Newell  v.  Lafe- 
rella,  225  S.  W.  853,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

To  make  the  procuring  the  '^eflScient  and  procuring  cause"  of  a 
sale,  so  as  to  entitle  him  to  his  commission,  it  is  essential  that 
it  result  from  his  efforts,  such  as  introducing  the  purchaser  to 
the  seller,  advertising,  giving  the  seller  the  name  of  the  customer, 
or  showing  the  purchaser  over  the  premises.  Oamer  v.  Davis,  225 
S.  W.  667,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

Where  the  owner  placed  his  property  in  the  hands  of  several 
brokers,  giving  none  the  exclusive  right  of  sale,  and  several  bro- 
kers called  the  purchaser's  attention  to  the  property,  but  only  one 
stopped  and  pointed  it  out  to  him,  at  which  time  the  purchaser 
was  not  interested  in  buying  it,  but  subsequently  the  purchaser, 
at  his  request,  was  again  shown  the  property  by  another  real 
estate  agent,  and  purchased  the  property;  the  first  real  estate 
agent  was  not,  under  such  evidence,  entitled  to  a  commission,  as 
he  was  not  the  efficient  procuring  cause  of  the  sale.  Moore  v. 
Bich,  86  S.  772,  —  Miss.  Sup.  — . 
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Sec.  447.    Continuity  broken,  and  its  effect  upon  the  right! 
of  the  broker. 

Plaintiff  had  a  contract  with  defendant  by  which  in  consid- 
eration of  special  efforts  of  the  former  to  sell  a  house  belonging 
to  the  defendant,  and  of  advertising  the  house  in  a  circular 
which  plaintiff  was  to  publish,  the  defendant  agreed  to  pay  a 
certain  commission  on  the  sum  for  which  the  house  should  be 
sold;  if  the  sale  was  made  by  any  other  broker,  a  minimum 
price  was  fixed  at  which  the  property  was  to  be  sold.  Held, 
that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  any  commission  where  the 
house  was  subsequently  sold  through  another  broker  by  the 
acceptance  of  a  standing  offer  made  through  such  broker  sev- 
eral months  after  the  contract  with  plaintiff  was  entered  into, 
and  the  sale  being  at  a  less  figure  than  that  named  in  the  con- 
tract with  plaintiff.  Powell  v.  Anderson,  15  Daly  (N.  T.), 
210,  4  N.  Y.  S.  706. 

Where  an  owner  openly  places  his  property  in  the  hands  of 
rival  agents  for  sale  and  one  makes  the  sale  to  a  customer 
with  whom  the  other  had  first,  but  unsuccessfully  negotiated, 
the  owner  is  not  liable  to  the  latter  for  commissions.  Carper 
V.  Sweet,  26  Colo.  547,  57  P.  45;  Wiggins  v.  Wilson,  55  Pla. 
346,  45  S.  1011;  Girardieu  v.  Gibson,  122  Qa.  313,  50  S.  E. 
91;  Carlson  v.  Nathan,  43  111.  App.  364;  West  End  Co.  v. 
Mann,  133  111.  App.  544;  Piatt  v.  Jahr,  9  Ind.  App.  58,  36 
N.  E.  294;  Livezy  v.  Miller,  61  Md.  336;  Leonard  v.  Eld- 
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ridge,  184  Mass.  594,  69  N.  E.  337;  Crowningshield  ▼. 
Foster,  169  Mass.  237,  47  N.  E.  879;  Chandler  v.  Sutton,  5 
Daly  (N.  Y.),  112;  De  Zavola  v.  Rozaliner,  84  N.  Y.  S.  969; 
Friedman  v.  Havemeyer,  55  N.  Y.  S.  97,  37  App.  Div.  518; 
Earp  V.  Cummins,  54  Pa.  St.  394;  Dewall  v.  Moody,  24  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  627,  60  S.  W.  269;  Montgomery  v.  Biering  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.  '95),  30  S.  W.  508;  Land  Mtge.  Bk.  v.  Hargis  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.  '02),  70  S.  W.  352. 

If  the  broker  fails  to  bring  a  customer  to  terms  and  aban- 
dons negotiations,  he  is  not  ordinarily  entitled  to  commissions 
upon  a  sale  made  by  the  owner  to  the  customer.  Watts  v. 
Howard,  51  111.  App.  243;  Cullen  v.  Bell,  43  Minn.  226,  45 
N.  W.  428;  Cathcart  v.  Bacon,  47  Minn.  34,  49  N.  W.  331; 
Tooker  v.  Duckworth,  107  Mo.  App.  231,  80  S.  W.  963 ;  Hen- 
kel  V.  Dunn,  97  Mo.  App.  671,  71  S.  W.  735 ;  Barnard  v.  Mon^ 
nott,  34  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  90;  Meyer  v.  Strauss,  58  N.  Y.  S.  904, 
42  App.  Div.  613 ;  Getzler  v.  Boehm,  38  N.  Y.  S.  52,  16  Misc. 
390;  Alden  v.  Earle,  121  N.  Y.  688,  24  N.  E.  705;  Tyng  v. 
Constable,  71  N.  Y.  S.  820,  35  Misc.  283 ;  MUler  v.  Vining,  98 
N.  Y.  S.  466,  112  App.  Div.  304 ;  Schano  v.  Storch,  107  N.  Y. 
S.  26,  56  Misc.  484;  Jones  v.  Buck  (Iowa  Sup.  '09),  120  N. 
W.  112;  Cannon  v.  Bates,  80  S.  E.  681,  116  Va.  711.  See  also 
Sec.  148. 

Where  a  broker  employed  to  sell  a  whole  tract  of  land  or  a 
part  thereof,  failed,  and  an  attempt  was  made  to  discharge 
him,  but  he  continued  his  negotiations  and  the  owner  after- 
ward sold  a  portion  to  the  broker's  customer,  the  broker  was 
held  entitled  to  recover  a  proportionate  commission.  Diamond 
V.  Wheeler,  80  N.  Y.  S.-416,  80  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  58. 

Plaintiffs,  to  recover  under  their  agreement  to  negotiate  the 
purchase  for  defendant  of  land  for  certain  commissions  on  the 
amount  of  the  purchase,  must  show  that  through  their  efforts 
and  negotiations  defendant  became  the  purchaser;  this  is  not 
the  case  where  their  efforts  to  get  a  price  from  the  owner  which 
defendant  would  accept  failed,  and  long  after  their  negotia- 
tions and  dealings  with  him  had  ceased,  and  they  and  defend- 
ant had  abandoned  hope  of  reaching  an  agreement  with  him, 
he,  on  learning  that  defendant  was  to  commence  condemna- 
tion proceedings  for  the  land,  made  an  offer  to  defendant, 
which  was  accepted,  to  submit  to  arbitration  the  price  at  which 
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defendant  should  take  the  property.    Martien  v.  Mayor,  eic, 
Baltimore,  109  Md.  260,  71  A.  966. 

If  a  broker,  after  offering  a  farm  at  a  price  in  excess  of 
the  lowest  price  authorized  by  the  owner,  which  the  purchaser 
said  was  too  high,  allowed  the  purchaser  to  go  with  the  un- 
derstanding that  the  price  stated  was  the  lowest  which  would 
be  accepted,  and  made  no  arrangements  for  further  negotia- 
tions, and  the  purchaser  notified  the  owner  of  the  negotiations 
with  the  broker,  and  that  he  would  not  deal  further  with  him, 
and  the  owner,  in  good  faith,  sold  the  farm  to  the  purchaser, 
the  broker  would  not  be  entitled  to  commissions  on  the  sale. 
Heenan  v.  Harris  (Mich.  Sup.  '09),  121  N.  W.  741,  16  D.  L. 

N.  344.    See  also  Sec.  292. 

The  predominating,  inducing  cause  of  a  sale  or  exchange  of 
properties  is  the  cause  originating  a  series  of  events  which,  with- 
out break  of  continuity,  results  in  .a  sale  or  exchange.  In  re 
Breon  Lumber  Co.,  181  P.  909;  Nooning  v.  Miller,  166  S.  W. 
1119,  178  Mo.  App.  297. 

Sec.  448.    Sequence  broken,  and  its  effect  upon  the  broker's 
right  to  commissions. 

A  broker  who  negotiated  with  one  person,  who  called  the 
attention  of  another  to  the  property,  and  that  other  bought 
from  the  vendor,  or  through  another  broker,  is  not  entitled 
to  commissions;  to  be  entitled  to  commissions  he  must  be  the 
procuring  cause  and  not  merely  a  cause  ot  causes.  Baumgarih 
v.  Hayne,  54  111.  App.  496;  Oleason  v.  Nelson,  162  Mass.  245, 
38  N.  B.  497;  Vandyke  v.  Walker,  49  Mo.  App.  381;  Burk- 
holder  v.  Fonner,  34  Neb.  1,  51  N  W.'293;  Johnson  v.  Seidal, 
150  Pa.  St.  396,  24  A.  687.    See  also  Sec.  69. 

Under  somewhat  similar  circumstances,  in  another  State,  a 
broker  was  held  entitled  to  recover  commissions.  Lincoln  v. 
McClatchie,  36  Conn.  136.  See  also  Carries  v.  Finnegan,  198 
Mass.  128,  84  N.  E.  324. 

In  the  case  of  Oleason  v.  Nelson,  162  Mass.,  the  court,  re- 
ferring to  the  Connecticut  case,  observes  that  the  broker  in 
that  case,  ''advertised  the  property;  A.  saw  the  advertisement, 
conferred  with  the  broker,  and  went  and  told  his  friend  B.,  in 
whose  behalf  he  felt  an  interest,  and  B.  bought  the  proper^. 
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It  was  held  that  the  broker  was  the  procuring  cause  of  the  sale 
and  80  was  entitled  to  his  commission/'  But,  ^Vhere  there  has 
been  no  direct  conmiunication  between  the  broker  and  the  pur- 
chaser, it  must  be  shown  afBrmatively  that  the  latter  was  induced 
to  enter  into  the  negotiation  which  resulted  in  the  purchase 
through  the  means  employed  by  the  broker  for  that  purpose.  If 
the  broker  merely  talked  about  the  property  with  different  persons, 
and  one  of  them  of  his  own  accord,  and  not  acting  in  behalf  of 
the  broker,  mentioned  to  another  that  the  property  was  for  sale, 
and  such  last  mentioned  person  thereupon  looked  into  the  matter 
and  finally  became  the  purchaser,  the  agency  of  the  broker  in  in- 
ducing the  sale  was  not  sufficiently  direct  to  entitle  him  to  a  com- 
mission/'   (162  Mass.  249-250.)     See  the  next  Section. 

Where  a  real  estate  broker  employed  to  procure  a  building  site 
for  a  corporation  directed  the  attention  of  the  corporation  to  a 
site  which  the  corporation  subsequently  purchased  at  a  price  less 
than  that  stated  by  the  broker,  and  the  negotiations  resulting  in 
the  purchase  were  brought  about  by  the  broker's  disclosure  of  the 
property,  he  had  earned  his  commission;  but  if  the  property,  as 
disclosed  by  the  broker,  was  not  satisfactory  to  the  corporation, 
and  the  broker's  disclosure  did  not  result  in  negotiations  leading 
to  the  purchase,  or  the  negotiations  began  as  a  result  of  a  dis- 
closure, without  pointing  to  the  ultimate  purchase,  was  due  to 
the  acts  of  another,  the  broker  could  not  recover  commissions. 
Murphy  r.  Knights  of  Columbus  Building  Co.,  135  S.  W.  446, 
155  Mo.  App.  649. 

Where  an  agent  failed  to  get  his  offer  within  the  terms  of  his 
authorization,  and  the  purchaser  afterwards  buys  the  same  piece 
of  property  on  the  same  or  less  terms  than  those  on  which  the 
first  agent  had  authority  to  sell,  the  chain  of  causation  would  be 
broken.    Crain  y.  Miles,  134  S.  W.  52,  154  Mo.  App.  338. 

See.  449.   Oonsnnunation  of  contract. 

Where  a  broker  is  employed  to  sell  or  exchange  property 
the  terms  of  the  employment  may  require  the  completion  of 
the  contract  or  transfer  of  the  title  before  compensation  is 
earned,  unless  the  act  of  the  principal  has  prevented  perform- 
ance.   Hyams  v.  Miller,  71  Qa.  608;  Kerfoot  v.  Steele,  113  111. 
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610;  Jenkins  v.  Hollingsworth,  83  111.  App.  139;  Ormshy  v. 
Graham,  123  Iowa,  202,  98  N.  W.  724;  Boyd  v.  Watson,  101 
Iowa,  214,  70  N.  W.  120;  Stratton  v.  8am'l.  W.  Jones  Co., 
20  Ky.  L.  B.  1787,  50  S.  W.  33;  De  Santos  v.  Taney,  13  La. 
Ann.  151;  Didson  v.  Duraldo,  2  Rob.  (La.)  163;  Cames  v. 
Howard,  180  Mass.  569,  63  N.  E.  122;  Kronenberger  v.  Bier- 
ling,  76  N.  Y.  S.  895,  37  Misc.  817;  Feiner  v.  Kobke,  34  N. 
Y.  S.  676,  13  Misc.  499;  Pierce  v.  Truitt  (Pa.  Sup.  '88),  12  A. 
661 ;  Michener  v.  Beiem,  9  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  637 ;  Brennam  v.  Perry, 
7  Phila.  (Pa.)  242;  Lawler  v.  Armstrong  (Wash.  Sup.  '09), 
102  P.  775;  Pratt  v.  Patterson,  7  Phila.  (Pa.)  135;  Owen  v. 
Kuhn  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '03),  72  S.  W.  432;  Morton  v.  Barney, 

140  III.  App.  33 ;  Thos.  L.  Reynolds  Co.  v.  Toch,  121  K  Y.  Sup. 
85;  Hopkins  v.  Settle,  149  P.  890,  46  OH.  801;  Cfceei  v.  i^tcfcoi- 
son,  133  S.  W.  707,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ;  Handley  v.  Shaffer, 
59  S.  286,  177  Ala.  636 ;  Reeder  v.  Epps,  166  S.  W.  747,  112  Ark. 
566;  Justy  v.  Erro,  117  P.  675,  16  Cal.  App.  519;  Perkins  v. 
Russell,  137  P.  907,  66  Colo.  120;  Nayl  v.  Small,  138  N.  W.  849, 
169  Iowa,  387;  Green  v.  Fist,  132  P.  179,  89  Kan.  536;  Duncan 
V.  Turner,  154  S.  W.  816,  171  Mo.  App.  661;  Tull  v.  Starmer, 
176  S.  W.  611,  188  Mo.  App.  713;  Ryer  v.  Ninningham,  75  A. 
890,  78  N.  J.  Law,  742;  Clark  v.  fiflw^  Late  Lumber  Co.,  73  S. 

B.  793,  168  N.  C.  139;  Bailey  v.  Padgett,  70  S.  637,  195  Ala. 
203;  Pos^en  v.  Hall,  132  S.  W.  1001,  97  Ark.  23;  Watkins  v. 
Pashalinsky,  76  A.  1104,  83  Conn.  468,  20  Ann.  Cas.  1023 ;  Pin- 
nerty  v.  Stratton's  Est.,  128  P.  667,  63  Colo.  17 ;  Shinn  v.  Evans, 
37  App.  D.  C.  304;  Realty  Bond  &  Finance  Co.  v.  Point  Rich- 
mond  Canal  &  Land  Co.,  162  P.  413,  171  Cal.  238 ;  Home  Bank- 
ing &  Realty  Co.  v.  Baum,  82  A.  970,  85  Conn.  383;  Humphries 
&  Jackson  v.  Smith,  63  S.  E.  248,  5  Ga.  App.  340;  Kesler  v. 
Stultz,  84  S.  E.  201,  16  Qa.  App.  736;  Myers,  v.  Buell,  142  lU. 
App.  467;  Haynes  v.  Oliver,  154  111.  App.  639;  Reeve  v.  Fetzer, 
139  K  W.  484,  —  Iowa  Sup.  — ;  Ketcham  v.  Axelson,  142  K  W. 
62,  160  Iowa,  466 ;  Johnson  v.  Huber,  103  P.  99,  80  Kan.  571 ; 

C.  H.  Graves  &  Co.  v.  Cook,  131  N.  W.  864,  115  Minn.  34; 
Knight  v.  Brown,  147  N.  Y.  Sup.  628,  162  App.  Div.  438;  Levy 
V.  Dunken  Realty  Co.,  179  S.  W.  679,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ;  Low 
Moor  Iron  Co.  of  Va.  v.  Jackson,  84  S.  E.  100,  117  Va.  76; 
Smith  V.  Adelberg,  130  P.  494,  72  Wash.  434;  Fawver  v.  Fullin- 
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gim,  149  S.  W.  746;  Pederson  v.  North  Yakima  £  East  Selah 
Irr.  Co.,  116  P.  279,  63  Wash,  636;  Simmons  v.  Oneth,  1^4  S. 
W.  534,  140  Mo.  App.  269;  Duke  v.  Graham,  143  X.  W.  817,  163 
Iowa,  272;  Hugill  v.  Weakley,  61  S.  E.  360,  64  W.  Va.  210,  15 
L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.),  1262;  Hicks  v.  Christeson,  164  P.  395,  —  Cal. 
Sup.  — ;  Ash  V.  Oppmann,  199  111.  App.  573;  Berry  v.  Eewiti, 
210  ni.  App.  170;  Colvin  v.  Post  Mige,  &  Loan  Co.,  122  N.  E. 
454,  225  N.  Y.  510,  rev  judg.,  159  N.  Y.  Sup.  361,  mot.  to  am. 
deu.,  123  if.  E.  860;  Hartman  v.  Selling,  189  P.  887,  —  Or. 
Sup.  — .    See  also  Sec.  536. 

Where  the  contract  makes  the  right  to  commissions  dependent 
upon  consummation,  a  broker  can  not  recover  commissions  un- 
less the  contract  has  been  consummated  and  the  money  paid. 
Lindley  v.  Fay,  119  Cal.  239,  51  P.  333;  Ballard  v.  Shea,  121  111. 
App.  135;  Cremer  v.  Miller,  56  Minn.  52,  57  N.  W.  318;  West  v. 
Stoeckel,  6  Ohio  Dec.  (Rep.),  1082;  10  Am.  L.  R.  309;  Reichard 
V.  Wallach,  91  N.  Y.  S.  347;  Bishop  v.  Averill,  17  Wash.  209,  49 
P.  237,  50  P.  1024;  Power  v.  Kane,  5  Wis.  265;  Mills  v.  Haijs, 
71  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  523. 

There  is  authority  to  the  effect  that  a  broker^s  right  to  com- 
missions is  not  defeated  because  the  principal  is  unable  to  com- 
ply with  the  contract,  as  where  independent  of  the  broker  he 
has  previously  sold  the  property.  Lane  v.  Albright,  49  Ind. 
275 ;  Oregor  v.  McKee,  43  N.  Y.  S.  486,  18  Misc.  613 ;  Levy  v. 
Rothe,  39  N.  Y.  S.  1057,  17  Misc.  402;  Woodall  v.  Foster,  91 
Tenn.  195,  18  S.  W.  241. 

In  later  New  York  cases  the  doctrine  has  undergone  a  revi- 
sion, on  the  ground  that  the  owner  may  sell  his  premises  at 
any  time  and  to  any  customer  who  is  willing  to  buy  upon  his 
terms,  and  that  commissions  may  not  be  collected  for  customers 
produced  after  the  premises  have  been  sold.  Hodge  v.  Appellees, 
107  N.  Y.  S.  170,  122  App.  Div.  437 ;  Ettinghoff  v.  Harowitz, 
100  N.  Y.  S.  1002,  115  App.  Div.  571.   Compare  Sees.  454,  558. 

A  broker  employed  to  secure  a  loan  does  not  earn  his  com- 
missions by  merely  procuring  a  lender  who  offers  to  make  the 
loan,  but  who,  after  acceptance  by  the  borrower,  refuses  to 
consummate  the  transaction.  Ashfield  v.  Case,  87  N.  Y.  S. 
649,  93  App.  Div.  452;  Crasto  v.  White,  5  N.  Y.  S.  718,  52 
Hun,  473.    See  also  Sec.  46G. 
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To  entitle  a  real  estate  broker  to  his  commissions  he  must 
produce  a  person  who  actually  purchases  the  property  by 
complying  with  the  terms  agreed  upon,  unless  his  failure  to 
do  so  is  caused  by  the  fault  of  the  vendor.  Richards  y.  Jtick- 
8on,  31  Md.  250;  Briggs  v.  Rowe,  1  Abb.  Dec.  (N.  T.),  189,  4 
Keyes  424;  Bumet  v.  Edling,  19  Tex.  Civ.  App.  711,  48  S.  W. 
775;  Parker  v.  Nat  Bdg.,  etc..  Asm.,  65  W.  Va.  134,  46  S. 
E.  811;  Myers  v.  Moore,  124  K  W.  187,  85  Neb.  715;  Higen- 
botham  v.  McKenzie,  129  N.  W.  263,  88  Neb.  323;  Starbird  v. 
J.  H.  McShane  Timber  Co.,  142  N.  W.  683,  94  Neb.  79 ;  Hutch- 
ings  V.  McLaughlin,  149  S.  W.  833,  149  Ky.  366 ;  Hutchinson  v. 
Plant,  105  N.  E.  1017,  218  Mass.  148;  Schweld  v.  Storandt,  143 
N.  Y.  Sup.  161,  157  App.  Div.  855;  judg.  aflP.,  112  N.  E.  1076, 
217  N.  Y.  637;  Heath  v.  Hoffhines,  152  S.  W.  176,  —  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  — ;  Avola  v.  Oppenheimer,  163  N.  Y.  Sup.  421;  Hix  v. 
Tomlinson,  200  S.  W.  897,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — • 

A  broker  employed  to  effect  a  sale  is  not  entitld  to  commis- 
sions until  consummation.  Dorringion  v.  Powell,  52  Neb.  440, 
72  N.  W.  687;  Lyle  v.  Uni.  Lwnd  &  Inv.  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App. 
'95),   30   S.  W.   723;   Smith  v.   Sharp    (Ala.  '09),   50   S.   381. 

A  broker  failing  to  show  a  completed  contract  between  the 
seller  and  the  buyer  is  not  entitled  to  commissions.  Reicherd 
V.  Wallach,  91  N.  Y.  S.  347.  A  broker  who  contracted  for  com- 
missions to  be  all  over  a  certain  net  selling  price,  required  a 
consummation  of  the  sale  to  earn  commissions.  Munroe  v.  Tai^" 
lor,  191  Mass.  483,  78  N.  E.  106.  See  also  Sees.  119,  193, 
224,  272,  503. 

Completion  of  the  contract  falls  upon  the  owner  after  the 
broker  has  found  a  customer  ready  and  willing  to  buy,  where 
his  contract  is  to  find  a  purchaser.  Swigert  v.  Hawley,  40  111. 
App.  610,  reversed  on  other  grounds,  140  111.  185;  McCormick  v. 
Obanion,  153  S.  W.  267,  168  Mo.  App.  606;  Freeman  v.  Van 
Wagenan,  101  A.  55,  —  N.  J.  Sup.  — . 

When  broker  agrees  to  "secure'*  an  exchange  of  land  within 
thirty  days,  he  has  done  his  part  by  bringing  the  parties  together 
so  that  his  principal  could  have  carried  through  the  deal  in  such 
time.    Turner  v.  Watktns,  172  P.  620,  —  Cal.  App.  — . 

Where  a  broker  employed  to  sell  property  on  a  commission 
found  a  prospective  purchaser,  but  was  unable  to  consummate  a 
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sale^  and  the  owner  snbseqnently  sold  directly  to  a  third  person, 
who  secretly  bought  for  the  prospective  purchaser,  without  knowl- 
edge of  either  broker  or  owner,  the  broker  could  not  recover  a 
commission  from  the  owner  on  the  theory  that  the  third  person 
was  the  undisclosed  agent  of  the  prospective  purchaser,  since  this 
would  result  in  harm  to  the  innocent  owner.  Bitch  v.  Bohertsan, 
106  A,  509,  —  Conn.  Sup.  — . 

Where  a  broker  fumi^ed  one  claiming  to  be  ready  to  pur- 
chase land  at  a  certain  price,  and  purchaser  and  owner  orally 
agreed  to  consummate  a  sale,  and  were  sent  by  the  broker  to  a 
bank  to  have  the  contract  prepared,  and  a  dispute  arose  concern- 
ing the  purchase  price,  and  the  deal  was  not  consummated,  the 
broker's  right  to  compensation  depended  on  whether  the  owner  or 
the  purchaser  was  at  fault  in  terminating  the  deal.  McLafferty  Y. 
Payne,  216  S.  W.  680,  —  Ark  Sup.  — . 

See.  460.    Introduction  of  prospeotiTe  purchaser. 

The  introduction  by  a  broker  of  a  prospective  purchaser  to 
the  principal  held  sufficient  to  establish  a  contract  of  employ- 
ment. Carroll  v.  O^Skea,  19  N.  Y.  S.  374.  Introduction  to  the 
owner,  followed  by  a  sale,  entitles  the  broker  to  commissions, 
although  the  sale  is  made  for  a  less  price  and  upon  different 
terms.  Henry  v.  Stewart,  185  HI.  448,  67  N.  B.  190;  Dean  v. 
Archer,  103  111.  App.  455;  Pete  v.  March,  65  111.  App.  482; 
Hafner  v.  Eerron,  60  111.  App.  592,  affirmed  165  111.  242,  46 
N.  E.  211;  Gibson  v.  Hunt  (Iowa  Sup.  '03),  94  N.  W.  277; 
Driesback  v.  Boiling,  39  Kan.  268,  18  P.  187;  Schwartz  v. 
Yearly,  31  Md.  270 ;  French  v.  McKay,  181  Mass.  485,  63  N.  B. 
1068 ;  Desmond  v.  Stebbins,  140  Mass.  339,  5  N.  E.  150 ;  Beishus- 
Beimer  Land  Co.  v.  Benner,  91  Minn.  401,  98  N.  W.  186 ;  Haug 
V.  Haughan,  51  Minn.  558,  53  N.  W.  874 ;  Francis  v.  Baker,  45 
Minn.  83,  47  N.  W.  452 ;  Sdllee  v.  McMaury,  113  Mo.  App.  253, 
88  S.  W.  157;  Vreeland  v.  Vetterlein,  33  N.  J.  L.  247;  Sibbdld 
V.  Bethlehem  Iron  Co.,  83  N.  T.  378;  Lloyd  v.  Matthews,  51 
N.  Y.  124;  Goodwin  v.  Brennecke,  4t7  N.  Y.  S.  266,  21  App. 
Div.  138 ;  Glentworth  v.  Luther,  21  Barb.  145 ;  Baker  v.  Thomas, 
31  N.  Y.  S.  993, 11  Misc.  112;  Van  Doren  v.  Jolleffe,  20  N.  Y.  S. 
636,  1  Misc.  354 ;  Turner  v.  Putnam,  13  N.  Y.  S.  567 ;  Bousch 
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V.  Loeffler,  18  Ohio'Cir.  Ct.  806,  6  0.  Cir.  Dec.  760;  Insloe  v. 
Jones,  Brightly  (Pa.),  76;  Haines  v.  Signer,  9  Phila.  (Pa.),  51; 
Smith  V.  Sharp  (Ala.  Sup.  '09),  50  S.  381;  Beogher  v.  Clark, 
106  P.  39,  81  Kan.  250,  27  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  198;  Prov.  Trust 
Co.  V.  Darrough,  78  N.  E.  1030,  168  Ind.  29 ;  Burdett  v.  Parish, 
172  S.  W.  620,  185  Mo.  App.  605;  Ryan  v.  Walker,  169  P.  417, 
—  Cal.  App.  — ;  Bal  Car  Wheel  Co.  v.  Clink,  104  A.  357,  —  Md. 
Sup.  — . 

A  broker  is  entitled  to  commissions,  although  he  took  no  part 
in  the  negotiations,  where  a  sale  resulted  from  his  introducing  a 
customer  to  the  owner;  irrespective  of  the  purchase  price,  and 
although  the  sale  was  made  by  the  owner.  Holland  v.  Howard, 
105  Ala.  538,  17  S.  35;  Snyder  v.  Fearer,  87  HI.  App.  275; 
Keeler  v.  Grace,  27  111.  App.  427;  Henderson  v.  CoUins,  69 
Iowa,  51,  28  N.  W.  431;  Jones  v.  Adler,  34  Md.  440;  Delta,  etc.. 
Land  Co.  v.  Wallace,  83  Miss.  656,  36  S.  263;  Timberman  v. 
Craddock,  70  Mo.  638;  Crone  v.  Miss,  Valley  Trust  Co.,  85  Mo. 
App.  601;  Bass  v.  Jacobs,  63  Mo.  App.  393;  Jones  v.  Berry, 
37  Mo.  App.  125 ;  Nicholas  v.  Jones,  23  Neb.  813,  37  N.  W.  679 ; 
Butler  V.  Kennard,  23  Neb.  357,  36  N.  W.  579 ;  Potvin  v.  Cur- 
ran,  13  Neb.  302,  14  N.  W.  400;  Lloyd  v.  Matthews,  51  N.  Y. 
124;  OUlen  v.  Wise,  14  Daly  (N.  Y.)  480,  15  N.  Y.  St.  367; 
Hanford  v.  Shafter,  4  Daly,  243;  Ludlow  v.  Carman,  2  Hilt 
(N.  Y.)  107;  O'Toole  v.  Tucker,  38  N.  Y.  S.  969,  16  Misc.  485, 
affirmed  40  N.  Y.  S.  695,  17  Misc.  554;  Fidelity  Ins.  Co.'s  Ap- 
peal, 161  Pa.  St.  177,  28  A.  1079;  Gibson's  Est.,  3  Pa.  Dist 
147,  14  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  241 ;  Scott  v.  Clark,  3  S.  D.  486,  54  N.  W. 
538;  Royster  v.  Magaveny,  9  Lea    (Tenn.)   148;  Arrington  v. 

Cary,  5  Baxt.  (Tenn.),  609;  Engelstein  v.  Barthalomae,  188  111. 
App.  562;  Hamilion  v.  Davison,  153  S.  W.  277,  168  Mo.  App. 
620;  Forbes  v.  Arisona  Parral  Mining  Co.,  135  P.  715,  15  Ariz. 
30. 

The  broker  who  first  introduced  a  prospective  purchaser  to  the 
owner  was  held  to  be  entitled  to  commissions  on  a  sale  made 
through  another.  Crone  v.  Miss.  Valley  Trust  Co.,  85  Mo.  App. 
601.  A  broker  is  not  entitled  to  compensation  for  merely  intro- 
ducing a  purchaser  to  the  owner,  in  the  absence  of  a  contract  of 
employment,  unless  his  character  as  agent  was  known  or  disclosed 
at  the  time.    Keener  v.  Harrod,  2  Md.  63.    See  also  Sec.  68. 
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A  real  estate  broker's  contract  is  completed,  and  he  is  entitled 
to  compensation,  even  though  he  is  employed  for  the  purpose  of 
selling,  when  he  has  introduced  a  purchaser,  and  his  principal 
chooses  to  waive  that  requirement  and  enters  into  an  option  con- 
tract. In  such  case  the  courts  allow  some  compensation  upon  the 
basis  of  the  amount  paid.  Mayhew  y.  Brislin,  108  P.  253,  13 
Ariz.  102. 

Where  a  sale  was  made  to  the  person  introduced,  but  at  a  price 
lower  than  that  first  suggested,  because  only  a  portion  of  the  prop- 
erty was  covered  in  the  final  transaction,  it  did  not  constitute  a 
new  deal  brought  about  solely  by  the  owner  himself.  Burger  v. 
Cole,  194  P.  611,  —  Colo.  Sup.  — . 

Sec.  460a.    Broker  entitled  to  compensation  on  famishing 
name  of  prospective  purchaser  to  owner. 

A  broker  who  furnishes  the  name  of  a  purchaser  to  the  owner, 
while  the  former  is  willing  to  execute  a  binding  contract,  is  not 
chargeable  with  failure  to  procure  such  contract  so  as  to  lose  his 
right  to  compensation.  W.  T.  Craft  Realty  Co.  v.  lAvemash,  146 
P.  121,  27  Colo.  App.  1. 


CHAPTER  IV. 

ncnON.  BBCTION. 

451.    Effect  of  reprenntationfl  as  to  451b.  Suffident  deaeription  of  property 
the  dimenaoiui  of  the  property  as  required  by  statute, 

offered.  452.    Purchaser  acting  for  another. 

451a.  Owner  bound  by  representation  453.    Apportionment. 


of  location  of  land  to  purchaser      454.    Defeat  of  broker's  right  to  oom- 
by  his  agent. 


Sec.  461.    Effect  of  repreeentationB  as  to  cUnienrioas  of  the 
property  offered. 

Defendant  employed  plaintiff  to  sell  a  piece  of  property 
for  her  representing  to  him  that  it  was  seventy-six  feet  in 
depth.  Plaintiff  procured  a  purchaser  to  whom  defendant 
made  the  same  representations,  and  on  his  discovering  that 
the  lot  was  in  reality  but  sixty-six  feet  deep  he  refused  to  com- 
plete the  purchase.  Held,  that  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to 
commissions.  Hausman  v.  Herdtfelder,  80  N.  Y.  S.  1039,  81 
App.  Div.  46 ;  Diamond  v.  Hartley,  55  N.  T.  S.  994,  61  N.  Y.  S. 
1022,  38  App.  Div.  87,  47  App.  Div.  1.    See  also  Sec.  183,  435. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  to  recover  commissions  for  procur- 
ing a  loan,  it  appeared  that  the  written  i>ortion  of  the  applica- 
tion for  the  loan  was  filled  in  by  the  broker,  and  that  he  was 
aware,  when  defendant  signed  the  application,  that  defendant 
was  uncertain  as  to  the  exact  dimensions  of  the  lot  on  which 
security  was  to  be  given,  though  the  dimensions  were  stated  in 
the  application,  and  the  loan  was  rejected  because  the  dimen- 
sions were  not  correctly  given.  Held,  that  inasmuch  as  the 
broker  was  equally  responsible  with  the  defendant  for  not  dis- 
closing the  situation  to  the  lender  and  for  their  refusal  to  make 
the  loan,  he  could  not  recover.  Diamond  v.  Harley,  61  N.  Y.  S. 
1022,  47  App.  Div.  1. 

Where  a  vendee  refused  to  complete  a  contract  for  the  sale 
of  land  by  reason  of  an  alleged  deficiency  in  quantity,  but  it 
was  shown  that  the  contract  written  by  one  of  the  vendor's 
brokers  contained  a  mistaken  description  and  included  land 
which  the  vendor  did  not  own,  without  his  knowledge  and  con* 
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sent,  but  by  reason  of  the  receding  of  a  lake  on  which  the  land 
bordered,  the  farm  contracted  to  be  conveyed  actually  con- 
tained more  than  the  number  of  acres  specified,  the  brokers 
were  not  entitled  to  a  commission.  Scott  v.  Oage,  16  S.  D.  285, 
92  N.  W.  37. 

Where  the  principal  gives  the  broker  a  card  describing  the 
lot  as  twenty-three  feet  wide,  and  the  broker  in  good  faith 
makes  this  statement  to  a  prospective  purchaser,  and  the  sale 
falls  through  because  the  true  width  of  the  lot  falls  short  five 
inches,  the  broker  was  held  entitled  to  recover  his  commis- 
sions. Cohen  v.  Farley,  68  N.  Y.  S.  1102,  28  Misc.  168;  Sullivan 
V.  Brown,  64  S.  455,  67  Pla.  133 ;  Schward  v.  Storandt,  143  N.  Y. 
Sup.  161,  157  App.  Div.  855,  judg.  a£E.  112  N.  E.  1075,  217  N. 
Y.  637;  Keough  v.  Mayer,  111  N.  Y.  Sup.  1,  127  App.  Div.  273; 
Sokolski  V.  Bleisiift,  129  N.  Y.  Sup.  26.  This  confiicts  with 
other  decisions  in  the  same  jurisdiction.  Hauaman  v.  Herdtf elder, 
80  N.  Y.  S.  1039,  81  App.  Div.  46;  Diamond  v.  Hartley,  61  N. 
Y.  S.  1022,  47  App.  Div.  1. 

Where  a  real  estate  broker  procures  a  purchaser  of  land  at 
the  agreed  price,  and  the  owner  seUs  to  him;  on  discovering 
that  the  land  does  not  contain  the  supposed  number  of  acres 
the  broker  is  entitled  to  his  commissions  at  the  agreed  rate  on 
the  latter  sum.  Hoefling  v.  Hableton,  84  Tex.  517, 19  S.  W.  689. 
On  the  other  hand,  another  court  holds,  where  the  terms  of  sale 
are  fixed  by  the  vendor,  in  accordance  with  which  the  broker 
undertakes  to  produce  a  purchaser,  and  upon  the  procurement 
of  a  purchaser,  the  vendor  voluntarily  reduces  the  price  of  the 
property,  or  the  quantity,  or  otherwise  changes  the  terms  of 
sale  as  proposed  to  the  broker,  so  that  a  sale  is  made,  or  terms 
or  conditions  are  offered  which  the  proposed  buyer  is  ready 
and  willing  to  accept,  the  broker  will  be  entitled  to  his  commis- 
sions at  the  rate  specified  in  his  agreement  with  the  principal. 
Stewart  v.  Mather,  32  Wis.  344.  Compare  Botuman  v.  Hart- 
man,  27  0.  Cir.  Ct.  309.   Contra,  Sec.  422. 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  agent  to  recover  commissions 
earned,  on  the  ground  that  the  purchaser  refused  to  take  the 
property  on  account  of  false  representations  of  the  length  of 
the  lot,  a  verdict  for  defendant  is  clearly  right,  where  it 
appears  that  the  purchaser  knew  the  exact  length  of  the  lot 
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before  he  agreed  to  purchase.  Sloman  v.  Bodwell,  24  Neb.  790, 
40  N.  W.  321.  The  same  is  true  where  the  broker  knew  the  size 
of  the  lot.  Eeough  v.  Meyer,  111  N.  Y.  S.  1,  127  App.  Div.  273. 
Where  plaintiif  agreed  with  defendant  to  procure  for  him  a 
person  who  would  negotiate  for  the  purchase  of  his  property, 
and  he  did  procure  such  a  person,  and  negotiations  were  en- 
tered into  and  carried  on,  but  resulted  in  a  sale  of  a  less  amount 
of  property  than  was  contemplated  in  the  agreement  under 
which  plaintiff  undertook  to  procure  such  purchaser,  he  was 
entitled  to  recover  commissions  on  the  quantity  sold.  Bototnan 
V.  Hartman,  27  0.  Cir.  Ct.  309.  Compare  Stewart  v.  Mather, 
32  Wis.  344.  Broker  entitled  to  commission  where  sale  was 
defeated  by  misrepresentation  made  to  the  purchaser  by  an 
employe  of  the  seller.  Hugill  v.  Weekley,  64  W.  Va.  210,  61 
S.  E.  360,  15  L.  R.  A.,  N.  S.  1262. 

A  real  estate  broker  employed  to  divide  a  tract  into  lots  of 
specified  dimensions,  and  sell  the  same  for  a  commission  in  ex- 
cess of  the  specified  sum,  may  not  divide  the  tract  into  lots  of 
different  dimensions,  where  it  is  impracticable  to  divide  but  into 
lots  of  the  specified  dimensions,  and  where  the  owner  refuses  to 
permit  the  division,  the  broker  may  not  recover  commissions. 
Hutchings  v.  McLaughlin,  149  S.  W.  833,  149  Ky.  366. 

Where  a  seller  and  purchaser  entered  into  a  written  contract, 
whereby  the  seller  agreed  to  convey  the  property  in  consideration 
that  the  purchaser  would  convey  to  defendant  other  property  de- 
scribed as  being  of  certain  dimensions,  more  or  less ;  held,  plain- 
tiffs were  entitled  to  commissions,  notwithstanding  the  purchaser 
and  seller  were  mutually  mistaken  as  to  the  dimensions  of  the 
property  to  be  conveyed  by  the  purchaser.  Regelin  v.  Conran, 
184  111.  App.  570. 

Where  a  vendor  of  land  signed,  at  the  request  of  the  broker,  a 
memorandum  describing  the  property  to  be  sold,  and  refused  to 
sign  a  contract  varying  that  description,  he  was  not  bound  to 
prepare  and  present  another  contract  which  he  would  sign,  the 
memorandum  affording  the  broker  a  suflScient  description.  Ab- 
bott V.  Lee,  85  A.  526,  86  Conn.  392. 
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Sec.  451a.     Owner  bonnd  by  representation  of  location  of 
land  to  purchaser  by  his  agent. 


Purchaser  of  land  could  rely  upon  the  representations  of  the 
seller's  agent  as  to  the  true  location  of  the  land,  such  representa- 
tions being  within  the  ordinary  scope  of  the  authority  of  real 
estate  brokers.    Firebaugh  v.  Bentley,  130  P,  1129,  65  Or.  179. 

Sec.  461b.    Sufficient  description  of  property  as  required  by 
statute. 

Transaction  of  broker  to  sell  real  estate,  required  by  Civil  Code, 
Sec.  1624,  subd.  6  to  be  in  writing;  held,  to  suflSciently  describe 
the  property,  stating  county,  street  and  road,  with  acreage,  and  a 
specific  description  of  the  character  of  improvements  thereon. 
Anderson  v.  Wilstrup,  168  P.  1160,  —  Cal.  App.  — . 

Sec.  462.    Purchaser  acting  for  another. 

The  fact  that  the  purchaser  secured  by  the  real  estate  broker 
was  acting  in  behalf  of  another,  does  not  affect  the  broker's 
right  to  a  commission,  if  the  purchaser  was  able,  ready  and 
willing  to  buy  on  the  terms  authorized  by  the  principal,  and 
no  binding  written  contract  of  sale  is  required.  Oelott  v.  Ridge, 
117  Mo.  553,  23  S.  W.  882.    See  also  Sec.  487. 

Failure  of  a  broker  to  disclose  to  the  vendors  that  the  pur- 
chaser was  acting  as  the  agent  for  an  undisclosed  principal, 
does  not  affect  the  broker's  right  to  commissions,  the  purchaser 
being  financially  able  to  carry  out  his  contract,  so  that  the 
vendors  are  not  injured.  Lawler  v.  Armstrong  (Wash.  Sup. 
'09),  102  P.  775. 

Sec.  4B3.    Apportionment. 

Where  the  evidence  shows  that  defendant's  contract  to  pay 
plaintiff  certain  commissions  for  the  sale  of  lands  is  either  a 
joint  contract  with  that  of  other  owners  of  the  land  or  his  indi- 
vidual contract,  the  court  properly  refused  to  charge  that  de- 
fendant is  only  liable  for  his  share  of  the  commission  to  the 
extent  of  his  individual  interest.  Their  liabilities  can  not  be 
apportioned.    Mov^seau  v.  La  Roche,  80  Ga.  568,  5  S.  E.  780. 
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Sec.  454.    Defeat  of  broker's  right  to  conmiissioiis. 

A  real  estate  agent  who  carries  on  the  negotiations  between 
the  parties  and  finally  brings  them  together,  is  entitled  to  his 
conunissions,  though  the  trade  is  eventually  effected  by  the 
owner  himself  or  by  a  third  person  acting  for  him.  Larson  v. 
Thoma  (Iowa  Sup.  '09),  121  N.  W.  1059;  Scott  v.  Patterson,  53 
Ark.  49,  13  S.  W.  419;  Hancock  v.  Stacey  (Tex.  Civ.  App. 
'09),  116  S.  W.  177;  Howe  v.  Werner,  7  Col.  App.  630,  44  P. 
511 ;  Gresham  v.  Connelly,  114  Ga.  906,  41  S.  E.  42 ;  Hutton  v. 
Benner,  74  111.  App.  124 ;  Ellis  v.  Dunsworth,  49  111.  App.  187 ; 
Oibson  V.  Hunt  (Iowa  Sup.  '03),  94  N.  W.  277;  Hubbard  v. 
Letter,  145  Mich.  387,  108  N.  W.  735,  13  D.  L.  N.  477;  Heuden 
V.  Shepherd,  29  N.  J.  L.  334;  Somers  v.  Westcott,  66  N.  J.  L. 
551,  49  A.  462 ;  Woolley  v.  Loew,  80  Hun,  294,  30  N.  Y.  S.  86 ; 
Carroll  v.  Pettit,  67  Hun,  418,  22  N.  Y.  S.  250;  Chilton  v. 
Butler,  1  E.  D.  Smith  (N.  Y.)  150;  Esmond  v.  Kingsley,  3  N. 
Y.  S.  696;  Lynch  v.  McKenno,  58  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  42;  Keys 
V.  Johnson,  68  Pa.  St.  42 ;  Sylvester  v.  Johnson,  110  Tenn.  392, 
75  S.  W.  923;  Van  Tobel  v.  Stetson,  etc..  Mill  Co.,  32  Wash. 
683,  73  P.  788;  Day  v.  Porter,  161  111.  235,  43  N.  E.  1073; 
Church  V.  Dunham,  14  Idaho,  776,  96  P.  203,  205;  Jennings 
V.  Trumin,  52  Ore.  149,  96  P.  874;  Masters  v.  Hunt,  192  S.  W. 
219,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ;  Regner  v.  Mackrill  164  N.  W.  335, 
—  Iowa  Sup.  — ;  Ritch  v.  Robertson,  106  A.  509,  —  Conn.  Sup. 
— ;  Bauer  v.  Crew,  221  S.  W.  936,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

After  the  principal  and  the  customer  found  by  the  broker 
agree  upon  terms,  the  broker's  right  to  a  conmiission  can  not  be 
defeated  by  the  principal's  transferring  the  property  indirectly 
by  a  deed  to  a  third  person  who  reconveyed  to  the  broker's 
customer.  Williams  v.  Bishop,  11  Colo.  App.  378,  53  P.  269 ; 
Barnett  v.  Gluting,  3  Ind.  App.  415,  29  N.  E.  154,  927 ;  Steidl 
V.  McClymonds,  90  Minn.  205,  95  N.  W.  906;  Burke  v.  Cogs- 
well, 39  Minn.  344,  40  N.  W.  251 ;  Oarvin  v.  Abels-Oold  R.  Co., 
110  N.  Y.  S.  582,  126  App.  Div.  329 ;  Martin  v.  Fegan,  88  N. 
Y.  S.  472,  95  App.  Div.  154 ;  Minister  v.  Benoliel,  66  N.  Y.  S. 
943,  32  Misc.  630,  reversed  on  other  grounds,  67  N.  Y.  S.  1044, 
33  M.  586 ;  Konner  v.  Anderson,  66  N.  Y.  S.  338,  32  Misc.  511 ; 
Fox  V.  Byrnes,  52  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.  150.  Compare  Sec.  425a. 
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Nor  by  an  agreement  declaring  the  sale  off.  O'Neill  v. 
Printz,  115  Mo.  App.  216,  91  S.  W.  174.  In  order  to  defeat 
the  broker's  right  to  a  commission,  the  principal  must  have 
substantial  ground  for  refusing  to  complete  the  transaction, 
and  have  done  nothing  to  estop  setting  it  up.  Alabama  Loan 
Co.  V.  Deans,  94  Ala.  377,  11  S.  17;  FisJce  v.  Soule,  87  fifiL 
313,  25  P.  430;  CawJcer  v.  Apple,  15  Colo.  141,  25  P.  181; 
Peabody  v.  Dewey,  51  111.  App.  260,  affirmed  153  HI.  657,  37 
N.  E.  977,  27  L.  E.  A.  322 ;  Indiana  Ber.  Asp.  Co.  v.  Robinson, 
29  Ind.  App.  59,  63  N.  E.  797 ;  Felts  v.  Butcher,  93  Iowa,  414, 
61  N.  W.  991;  Hayden  v.  Orillo,  35  Mo.  App.  647;  Bailey  v. 
Chapman,  41  Mo.  536;  Hartford  v.  McOUlicuddy,  103  Md. 
224,  68  A.  860;  Carpenter  v.  Rynders,  52  Mo.  278;  Blaydos 
V.  Adams,  35  Mo.  App.  526;  Goodson  v.  Embleton,  106  Mo. 
App.  77,  80  S.  W.  22 ;  Finke  v.  Menke,  67  N.  Y.  S.  954,  33  Misc. 
769 ;  Ernst  v.  Loeb,  108  N.  Y.  S.  631 ;  Kirwan  v.  Barney,  61 
N.  Y.  S.  122,  29  Misc.  614 ;  Friend  v.  Jetter,  43  N.  Y.  S.  287, 
19  Misc.  101;  Delaplane  v.  Tumey,  44  Wis.  31;  Oreenwald  v. 
Rosen,  113  N.  Y.  S,  764,  61  Misc.  260;  Becker  v.  Holleson,  198 
111.  App.  180;  Bruce  v.  Meserve,  117  N.  E.  830,  —  Mass.  Sup.  — . 

The  fact  that  the  principal  does  not  own  the  property  which 
he  employs  the  broker  to  sell  does  not  defeat  the  broker's  right 
to  compensation  on  procuring  a  purchaser.  Smith  v.  Schiele, 
93  Cla.  144,  28  P.  857.  Where,  at  the  date  of  the  contract  of 
employment  the  principal  had  only  an  option  on  the  land,  or 
for  any  other  reason  can  not  avail  himself  of  the  offer  procured 
by  the  broker.  Monk  v.  Parker,  180  Mass.  246,  63  N.  E.  793; 
Koslove  V.  Dittmeier,  203  S.  W.  499,  —  Mo.  App.  — .  False 
representations  of  the  broker  concerning  the  property  which  he 
was  negotiating  to  sell  do  not  defeat  his  right  to  commissions 
where  it  appears  that  the  purchaser,  under  the  contract  of  sale, 
made  independent  inquiries  as  to  the  subject  of  the  representa- 
tions. Friend  v.  Jette,  41  N.  Y.  S.  560,  18  Misc.  368.  Where  a 
principal  made  false  representations  that  defeated  a  sale  made  by 
the  broker,  this  did  not  deprive  the  broker  of  his  commissions. 
Olentworth  v.  Luther,  21  Barb.  (N.  Y.),  145.  Compare  Crockett 
v.  Orayson,  98  Va.  354,  36  S.  E.  477.    See  also  Sec.  313. 

A  vendor  can  not  escape  liability  to  the  broker  for  commis- 
sions by  himself  completing  a  sale  to  a  purchaser  with  whom 
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the  broker  had  been  negotiating,  by  including  in  the  sale  other 
lands  in  addition  to  those  the  broker  was  employed  to  sell. 
Ransom  v.  Weston,  110  Mich.  240,  68  N.  W.  152.  Where  a 
broker  is  employed  to  sell  land,  and  when  his  negotiation  is 
nearly  finished  the  owner  limits  the  time  within  which  a  sale 
must  be  made  and  notice  be  sent  to  him,  and  the  agent  makes 
a  sale  without  delay  and  sends  notice  to  the  principal  within 
the  time  limited,  that  being  all  that  was  required  of  the  broker 
under  the  contract,  the  miscarriage  of  the  notice  does  not  de- 
prive the  agent  of  his  commission.  Oibbons  v.  Sherwin,  28 
Neb.  146,  44  N.  W.  99.  Where  the  authority  conferred  on  the 
broker  to  sell  lands  is  limited  in  time,  the  agent  will  be  en- 
titled to  his  commission  if  within  that  time  he  procures  a  pur- 
chaser with  whom  his  principal  enters  into  a  binding  contract 
of  sale  and  purchase,  although  the  conveyance  of  the  lands 
is  not  made  until  after  the  time  allowed  has  elapsed.  Crowley 
Co.  V.  Meyers,  69  N.  J.  L.  245,  55  A.  305;  Cody  v.  Dempsey, 
83  N.  Y.  S.  899,  86  App.  Div.  335. 

Defendant  placed  his  ranch  in  plaintiffs'  hands  to  sell  on 
commission  within  a  specified  time;  they  found  a  purchaser 
who  paid  to  defendant  part  of  the  purchase  money,  and  ten- 
dered the  balance  in  checks,  which  defendant  refused;  after 
the  time  specified  had  expired,  defendant,  without  returning 
the  partial  payment,  conveyed  the  ranch  to  his  father,  who 
conveyed  it  to  the  purchaser  on  payment  of  the  balance  of 
the  agreed  price,  defendant  saying  at  the  time  that  he  did  not 
intend  to  pay  plaintiffs  any  commissions.  Held,  that  the  plain- 
tiffs were  entitled  to  their  commissions,  the  sale  being  made 
to  their  purchaser,  and  defendant  not  having  repudiated  the 
original  contract  of  sale  by  returning  the  money  paid  upon 
it.     Wilson  V.  Sturgis,  71  Cal.  226,  16  P.  772. 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  agent  to  recover  commissions 
for  trading  defendant's  house  and  lot,  where  it  appears  that 
part  of  the  consideration  to  be  paid  by  the  purchaser  was  a 
horse,  and  that  defendant  objected  to  the  price  placed  on  it, 
and  agreed  to  take  it  if  a  reduction  was  made,  and  thereafter, 
without  notice,  traded  the  house  and  lot  to  a  third  person, 
a  verdict  for  plaintiff  is  sustained  by  the  evidence.     Tubbs  v. 
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Mackintosh,  31  Neb.  238,  47  K  W.  854;  West  v.  Lynch,  1  City 
Ct.  R.  (N.  Y.),  225.    See  also  Sec.  434. 

One  who  employs  a  broker  to  negotiate  a  sale  can  not,  in  an 
action  for  commissions,  avail  himself  of  the  objection  that  the 
customer  is  not  able  to  pay  'for  the  premises,  if  the  vendor  has 
accepted  the  customer  as  satisfactory  and  has  conveyed  the  prem- 
ises to  him.  Travis  v.  Graham,  48  N.  Y.  S.  736,  23  App.  Div. 
214. 

Where  a  principal  in  an  exchange  of  properties  actually  receives 
a  good  title  to  the  property  conveyed  to  him,  he  can  not  defeat 
an  action  by  his  broker  for  commissions  on  the  ground  that  his 
contract  of  sale  was  invalid.  Schlesinger  v.  Jvrd,  70  N.  Y.  S.  616, 
61  App.  Div.  453.    Compare  Sec.  433. 

Where  the  owner  enters  into  a  contract  authorizing  a  real 
estate  agent  to  sell  his  land  on  commission,  within  a  certain 
time,  he  can  not  revoke  the  authority  and  escape  liability  to 
the  agent,  if  he  secures  a  purchaser  before  the  time  limited, 
as  the  result  of  efforts  commenced  before  such  revocation. 
Blumenihal  v.  Goodall,  89  Cal.  251,  26  P.  906 ;  Glover  v.  Hen- 
derson, 170  Mo.  367,  25  S.  W.  175;  Stamets  v.  Dennison,  193 
Pa.  St.  548,  44  A.  575 ;  Harrison  v.  Angerson,  115  111.  App.  226. 
(There  are  authorities  holding  that  the  ovnier  has  power  to 
rescind,  subject  to  the  right  of  the  broker  to  bring  an  action 
for  breach  of  the  contract.) 

Where  a  broker  employed  to  bring  about  a  sale  of  real  es- 
tate, brought  to  the  owner  a  responsible  purchaser  willing  to 
take  the  premises  on  the  terms  outlined  by  the  ovnier,  the 
broker  was  entitled  to  his  conunissions,  although  the  sale  fell 
through  because  the  ovnier  could  not  give  immediate  posses- 
sion as  he  had  agreed  to  do.  Putter  v.  Berger,  88  N.  Y.  S. 
462,  95  App.  Div.  62 ;  Bruce  v.  Drake,  70  S.  273,  195  Ala.  236. 

Where  a  broker  has  lands  placed  in  his  hands  for  sale  at  a 
certain  price,  and  the  proposed  purchaser  does  not  want  the 
entire  tract,  and  the  broker  induces  an  employe  to  purchase 
what  remained,  and  the  principal,  to  escape  paying  commis- 
sions, conveys  the  whole  tract  to  the  employe,  who  conveys 
to  the  purchaser  the  portion  he  desires,  the  latter  assuming  a 
proportionate  amount  of  the  purchase  money  notes,  the  broker  is 
entitled  to  his  commissions.    Bogart  v.  McWilliams  (Tex.  Civ. 
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App.  '95),  31  S.  W.  434;  Diamond  v.  Wheeler,  80  N.  Y.  S.  416, 
80  App.  Div.  58. 

The  principal  can  not  defeat  the  broker's  right  to  compen- 
sation by  arbitrary  or  wanton  refusal  to  consummate  the  sale. 
Merriman  v.  Wickersham,  141  Cal.  567,  75  P.  180 ;  Phelps  v. 
Prusch,  83  Cal.  626,  23  P.  1111;  Nielson  v.  Lee,  60  Cal.  555; 
Phelan  v.  Gardner,  43  Cal.  306 ;  Millett  v.  Barth,  18  Colo.  112, 
31  P.  769 ;  Spalding  v.  Saltiel,  18  Colo.  86,  31  P.  486 ;  Finnerty 
V.  Fritz,  5  Colo.  174 ;  Wolver  v.  Shandy,  66  lU.  App.  42 ;  Hecht 
V.  Hall,  62  111.  App.  100 ;  McOuire  v.  Carlson,  61  111.  App.  295 ; 
Flood  V.  Leonard,  44  111.  App.  113;  Beaton  v.  Clarke,  122 
Iowa,  716,  98  N.  W.  597 ;  Lewis  v.  Simpson,  122  Iowa,  663,  98 
N.  W.  508;  Collins  v.  Padden,  120  Iowa,  381,  94  N.  W.  905; 
Bird  V.  Phillips,  115  Iowa,  703,  87  N.  W.  414;  Houston  v.  5o- 
a^rm',  McGloin  (La.),  164;  Schwartz  v.  Yearly,  31  Md.  270; 
Owinnup  v.  iSifter^  106  Mo.  App.  709,  80  S.  W.  589;  Reeves 
V.  Vette,  62  Mo.  App.  440;  Oaty  v.  -Fosfer,  18  Mo.  App.  639; 
Jones  V.  Stevens,  36  Neb.  849,  55  N.  W.  251 ;  Mooney  v.  -E^War, 
56  N.  Y.  238;  Barnard  v.  ilfonwo^^  1  Abb.  Dec.  (N,  Y.)  108, 
3  Keyes,  203,  33  How.  Pr.  440;  Snydam  v.  Healy,  87  N.  Y.  S. 
669,  93  App.  Div.  396;  Smith  v.  Smith,  1  Sweeney  (N.  Y), 
552;  Hayne  v.  O'Connor,  1  Sweeney  (N.  Y),  472,  41  How. 
Pr.  287;  Simpson  v.  Smith,  36  Misc.  815,  74  N.  Y.  S.  849; 
York  V.  JVasA,  42  Ore.  321,  71  P.  59 ;  Fisk  v.  Henare,  13  Ore. 
156,  9  P.  322;  Haskins  v.  Lewis,  30  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  603;  Hunt- 
emer  v.  Arent,  16  S.  D.  465,  93  N.  W.  653 ;  McLane  v.  Goode 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.  '02),  68  S.  W.  707;  Magill  v.  Stoddard,  70 
Wis.  75,  35  N.  W.  346;  Koch  v.  Emmerling,  63  U.  S.  (22  How.) 
69 ;  Greenwood  v.  Burton,  27  Neb.  808,  44  N.  W.  28 ;  Bond  v. 
TTefts^er,  128  Wis.  118,  107  N.  W.  23;  Witherell  v.  Murphy, 
147  Mass.  417,  18  N.  E.  216;  Herrick  v.  If  anew,  127  S.  W.  394, 
142  Mo.  App.  399;  Chandler  v.  Oaines-Ferguson  Realty  Co.,  224 
S.  W.  484,  —  Ark.  Sup.  — . 

After  notice  that  the  broker  has  a  customer,  the  principal 
can  not  sell  to  another,  and  thus  escape  the  payment  of  the 
commission.  Phelan  v.  Gardner,  43  Cal.  306;  Showaker  v. 
Kelly,  21  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  390;  Sullivan  v.  Hampton  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.  '95),  32  S.  W.  236;  Frinck  v.  Gilbert  (Wash.  Sup.  '09), 
101  P.  1088.     But  see  where  principal  refused  offer  and  sold 
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to  same  party  for  twice  as  much,  and  broker  was  held  not 
entitled  to  commissions.  Oardner  v.  Pierce,  116  N.  T.  S.  155. 
See  Sec.  15. 

The  refusal  of  the  wife  to  join  in  a  deed  of  conveyance  is 
insufficient  to  excuse  the  husband  and  principal  for  failing  to 
carry  out  the  sale  so  as  to  defeat  the  broker's  right  to  a  com- 
mission for  finding  a  purchaser.  Hamlin  v.  Schulte,  34  Minn. 
534,  27  N.  W.  301.  Ooldberg  v.  Gelles,  68  N.  Y.  S.  400,  33 
Misc.  797;  Clapp  v.  Hughes,  1  Phila.  (Pa.)  382.  The  same 
rule  was  applied  wliere  the  sale  failed  because  the  husband 
and  wife  could  not  agree  as  to  a  division  of  the  purchase 
money.    Purdy  v.  Wilson,  130  Mo.  App.  150,  108  S.  W.  1124. 

Where  a  broker  found  a  purchaser  his  agency  closed,  and 
his  afterwards  taking  a  retainer  from  the  purchaser  to  see  that 
the  papers  were  properly  executed  presented  no  ground  for 
defeating  a  recovery  of  his  commissions.  Short  v.  Millard,  68 
lU.  292.    See  also  Sec.  559. 

While  an  agency  for  the  sale  of  a  certain  lot  was  terminated 
by  a  sale  of  the  property  to  one  with  whom  the  agent  had 
commenced  negotiations,  this  did  not  defeat  the  agent's  right 
to  his  commissions.  Sylvester  v.  Johnson,  110  Tenn.  392,  75 
S.  W.  923.  Compare  Sec.  449. 

Where,  in  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  for  compensa- 
tion for  procuring  a  purchaser,  it  appeared  that  a  memoran- 
dum as  to  the  purchase  had  been  made  between  the  principal 
and  the  purchaser,  calling  for  the  execution  of  a  completed 
contract  at  a  specified  time  and  place,  evidence  was  admissible 
as  to  what  occurred  at  such  time  and  place,  showing  that  the 
non-execution  of  the  contract  was  due  to  the  principal.  Seid- 
man  v.  Banner,  99  N.  Y.  S.  862,  51  Misc.  10. 

A  broker's  right  to  compensation  is  not  affected  by  fraudu- 
lent representations  made  to  the  principal  by  third  persons. 
Heaton  v.  Clarke,  122  Iowa,  716,  98  N.  W.  597.  Unless  they 
are  in  privity  with  the  broker.  Thwing  v.  Clifford,  136  Mass. 
482. 

Where  defendant  employed  plaintiff  to  sell  certain  standing 
timber,  and  dealt  as  though  he  was  the  owner,  he  could  not 
defeat  the  plaintiff's  right  to  commissions  on  a  sale  subse- 
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quently  made  to  a  purchaser  found  by  plaintiff,  by  showing 
that  at  the  time  plaintiff  was  employed  defendant  did  not  own 
the  land,  but  procured  full  title  thereto  before  he  sold  it  to 
such  purchaser.  McDonald  v.  Cabiness,  100  Tex.  615,  98  S. 
W.  943,  affirmed  102  S.  W.  721. 

Subsequent  dissatisfaction  of  the  principal  with  the  terms 
of  pajnnent  to  which  she  had  agreed  and  on  which  the  broker 
was  authorized  to  sell  the  property,  or  with  the  terms  agreed 
on  with  the  purchaser  found  by  the  broker,  if  within  his  au- 
thority, does  not  justify  the  principal  in  refusing  to  complete 
the  transaction.  Fenn  v.  Ware,  100  Ga.  563,  28  S.  E.  238; 
Miller  v.  Barth,  71  N.  Y.  S.  989,  35  Misc.  372;  HaH  v.  Ehrhardt, 
177  111.  App.  145. 

That  the  principal  is  ignorant  of  the  efforts  of  his  broker  in 
procuring  a  customer,  does  not  affect  the  broker's  right  to  com- 
missions. Colonial  Trust  Co.  v.  Pacific  Packing  &  Nov.  Co.,  158 
Fed.  277,  85  C.  C.  A.  539;  Handley  v.  Shaffer,  59  S.  286,  177 
Ala.  636;  Jackson  v.  Brower,  167  P.  6,  22  N.  M.  615;  Hill  r. 
Ruber,  202  S.  W.  785,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — .    See  also  Sec.  540. 

The  failure  of  a  prospective  purchaser  of  coal  lands  to  rely 
upon  the  owner's  representation  and  the  broker  employed  to  find 
a  purchaser  that  a  railway  had  consented  or  agreed  to  construct 
a  branch  railroad  into  such  lands,  does  not  defeat  the  broker's 
right  to  his  agreed  commissions,  where,  relying  upon  such  repre- 
sentations, he  found  a  purchaser,  and  the  sale  fails  because  of 
their  inaccuracy.  Dotson  v.  Milliken,  209  U.  S.  237,  52  L.  Ed. 
768.    See  also  Sec.  165. 

A  broker  is  not  entitled  to  commissions  on  sales  made  by  the 
principal,  uninfluenced  by  the  broker.  Humphries  &  J.  v.  Smith, 
5  Ga.  App.  340,  63  S.  E.  248 ;  Brady  v.  Maddox,  124  S.  W.  739, 
—  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ;  Morris  v.  Clark,  80  S.  406,  —  Ala.  Sup. 
— ;  Harris  &  White  v.  Stone,  207  S.  W.  443,  —  Ark.  Sup.  — ; 
Dickinson  v.  Robinson,  82  S.  398,  —  La.  Sup.  — .  See  Sees. 
142,  169. 

Where  a  broker  has  procured  a  purchaser  for  land,  and  while 
his  agency  is  imrevoked,  and  he  is  still  negotiating  with  a  pur- 
chaser at  the  owner's  stipulated  price,  the  owner  sells  through  an- 
other broker,  the  original  broker  is,  nevertheless,  entitled  to  his 
commissions.  Hovey  v.  Aaron,  113  S.  W.  718,  133  Mo.  App.  673. 
Compare  Sees.  41,  141,  445. 
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Where  brokers  procured  a  purchaser  from  premises  listed 
with  them  for  sale,  who  was  ready,  able  and  willing  to  buy 
the  premises  at  the  terms  named  by  the  owners,  and  the  pur- 
chaser and  owners  came  to  an  agreement,  the  brokers  were  en- 
titled to  a  commission  though  the  premises  were  not  sold  be- 
cause the  owners,  before  the  contract  was  signed,  raised  the 
price,  which  the  purchaser  would  not  pay.  Sotsky  v.  Grinsherg, 
114  N.  Y.  S.  114,  120  App.  Div.  441.    See  also  Sec.  55. 

A  party  can  not  defeat  his  obligation  to  pay  real  estate  com- 
missions by  voluntarily  cancelling  the  contract  of  purchase 
and  sale  obtained  by  the  real  estate  agent.  Myers  v.  Buell, 
142  lU.  App.  467. 

Where  defendants,  real  estate  brokers,  agreed  to  procure  a 
purchaser  for  plaintiff's  property,  and  in  fact  procured  a  per- 
son who  executed  a  contract,  valid  on  its  face,  with  plaintiff 
for  an  exchange  of  property,  defendants  were  entitled  to  their 
commissions,  irrespective  of  whether  the  plaintiffs  misrepre- 
sented their  property  to  the  purchaser  so  as  to  justify  him 

in  refusing  to  carry  out  the  exchange.  Lewis  v.  Mansfield  Orain 
&  Elevator  Co,  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '09),  121  S.  W.  585;  Hutton  v. 
Stewart,  135  P.  681,  90  Kan.  602. 

The  fact  that  the  one  who  was  employed  to  procure  a  purchaser 
of  real  estate  violated  his  contract  of  employment  with  a  third 
person  engaged  in  the  banking  and  real  estate  business  did  not 
defeat  his  right  to  recover  his  commissions  from  the  owner  on 
procuring  a  purchaser.  Pomerici  v.  Rosenbloom,  120  N".  Y.  S. 
756 ;  Kice  v.  Dugan,  137  S.  W.  240,  143  Ky.  676. 

In  an  action  to  recover  commissions  for  a  sale  of  property  for 
which  plaintiffs  agreed  to  secure  a  purchaser,  the  plaintiffs'  pro- 
posed purchaser  would  not  purchase  upon  the  terms  agreed  upon 
between  plaintiffs  and  defendant,  though  defendant  thereafter 
sold  the  premises  by  a  different  broker  to  the  partner  of  plaintiffs* 
proposed  purchaser.  In  the  absence  of  bad  faith  by  defendant  in 
making  the  sale,  plaintiffs  could  not  recover  any  commissions. 
Nadler  v.  Menschel,  110  N".  Y.  Sup.  384. 

A  real  estate  broker  held  not  entitled  to  a  commission  merely 
because  he  conducts  negotiations  for  a  particular  property  which 
the  plaintiff  subsequently  acquires  from  another  broker  after  he 


AlfEBICAN   LAW  BEAJ.  EBTATK  AOBNOT. 

sconticoed  his  efforts.  J.  A..  Patterson  Co.  f.  United  Otu 
7o.,  86  A.  853,  239  Pa.  277. 

roker  seeking  to  recover  commisaions  under  a  contract  stip- 
;  for  a  commissioD  for  urging  a  third  person  to  purchase 
ty,  need  not  show  that  his  urging  was  an  inducement,  or 
ocuring  cause  of  the  sale  to  the  third  person,  but  he  may 
r  on  proof  that  he  saw  the  third  person  and  urged  him  to 
le  property,  and  that  the  third  person  purchased  it.     Tu/- 

Saint,  126  N.  W.  373,  147  Iowa,  361. 
ler  who  sold  to  broker's  customer  held  not  entitled  to  de- 
raker's  suit  for  commission  on  the  ground  that  his  coo' 
irith  the  buyer  was  only  a  conditional  one  when  the  suit 
gun.  Burdett  v.  Parish,  172  9.  W.  620.  185  Mo.  App.  605. 
ter  who  fails  to  find  a  purchaser  for  land  within  the  time 
I  by  his  contract  with  the  owner  is  not  entitled  to  a  eom- 
n,  though  a  sale  is  subsequently  made  to  the  purchaser  who 
ited  with  the  broker  within  such  time,  provided  the  owner 
in  good  faith  and  did  not  interfere  with  the  agenfs  efforts 
ce  ft  sale  within  the  specified  time.  Murray  v.  Miller,  166 
536,  113  Ark.  237,  Ann.  Cas.  1916  B,  974. 

plaintiff  was  to  procure  a  purchaser  for  land  owned  by 
fendant  for  an  agreed  compensation,  and  the  plaintiff  found 
baser  who  made  a  conditional  agreement  to  buy  the  land, 

a  condition  assumed  absolutely,  the  purchaser  agreed  with 
ant  to  purchase  the  land  through  another  agent,  and,  while 
greement  for  a  purchase  was  pending,  plaintiff.  In  his  ac- 
>T  compensation,  levied  an  attachment  on  the  land,  because 
ch  the  purchaser  refused  to  close  the  trade  until  the  attach- 
ras  released.  Held,  that  having  defeated  the  sale  the  plain- 
i  no  right  of  action.  Rogers  v.  McMillan,  133  S.  W.  853, 
:.  Civ.  App.  486, 

re  realty  broker  is  the  instrument  through  which  sale  has 
Ffected,  no  artifice,  deceit  or  fraud  will  deprive  him  of  hia 
ssion.     Luzzadder  v.  McCall,  198   S.  W.  1144,  —  Mo. 

n  action  by  a  broker  for  his  commissions  against  the  vendor 
perty,  where  there  was  an  agreement  between  the  broker 
ndor  that,  unknown  to  the  purchaser,  a  certain  sum  out  of 
)posed  purchase  price  was  to  go  to  such  broker,  the  apparent 
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deception  of  the  pjirchaser  does  not  affect  the  vendor's  liability. 
Strassheim  v.  Beutiinger,  198  111.  App.  258. 

Under  contract  to  pay  a  commission  to  broker  effecting  a  sale 
or  procuring  a  purchaser,  broker  was  not  enjbitled  to  a  commis- 
sion if  owner  sold  the  property  without  his  aid  following  after 
his  failure  to  effect  a  sale,  though  sale  was  to  one  whom  broker 
had  introduced  as  prospective  purchaser.  Ford  v.  Shaffer,  79  S. 
172,  —  La.  Sup.  — . 

Evidence  held  to  show  that  the  broker  was  not  the  procuring 
cause  of  the  sale  of  defendant's  property  to  the  person  to  whom 
he,  and  many  other  parties,  had  mentioned  the  property,  and 
whom  the  owner  induced  to  buy  it,  without  knowledge  that  the 
broker  had  spoken  to  him  about  the  property.  Oammell  v.  Cox, 
219  S.  W.  745,  —  Ark.  Sup.  — . 

Brokers  are  entitled  to  their  commission  under  a  contract  au- 
thorizing them  to  sell  land  within  one  year,  where  they  procured 
an  offer  and  reported  it  to  the  owner,  who  accepted  it  before  the 
expiration  of  the  year,  though  a  formal  contract  of  sale  was  not 
signed  until  the  year  had  expired.  Chandler  v.  Oaines-Ferguson 
Realty  Co.,  224  S.  W.  484,  —  Ark.  Sup.  — . 

Plaintiff  who,  at  his  own  solicitation,  was  given  a  chance  to 
sell  land,  with  a  distinct  agreement  that  he  must  look  to  the 
purchaser  for  any  commission,  landowner's  sole  interest  being 
that  net  price  be  a  certain  amount,  plaintiff  being  informed  that 
he  was  not  a  broker,  and  could  not  be  entitled  to  any  commission, 
was  not  entitled  to  a  commission,  where  parties  to  whose  notice 
the  property  had  been  brought  refused  to  deal  with  him,  and 
dealt  directly  with  the  owner.  Hurley  v.  Randall,  111  A.  630,  — 
B.  I.  Sup.  — . 
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commission.  462.    Forfeitures. 

Sec.  455.    Deals. 

Where  an  owner  of  real  estate  asks  a  real  estate  broker  **to 
get  a  deal,"  it  is  not  necessary  for  the  real  estate  broker  to 
assent  in  words;  if  he  procures  a  purchaser  he  makes  a  con- 
tract by  performance  and  is  entitled  to  commissions.  Lamb 
V.  Prettyman,  33  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  190. 

Evidence  was  held  to  show  that  a  contract  by  which  plain- 
tiff was  employed  to  procure  contemplated  exchanges  of  real 
estate  was  a  severable  contract,  and  that  the  carrying  out  of 
one  of  the  deals  entitled  the  plaintiff  to  a  commission,  without 
regard  to  the  other  prospective  deals.  Goodspeed  v.  Miller, 
98  Minn.  457,  108  N.  W.  817.  See  also  Sec.  496.  Mechem  on 
Ag.  Sec.  634. 

Where  broker  merely  engaged  to  secure  defendant  a  deal  that 
suited  him,  after  introducing  defendant  to  one  with  whom  he 
afterwards  concluded  the  deal,  wrote  defendant  a  letter  in  which 
he  expressed  his  opinion  that  there  was  nothing  in  the  party  to 
whom  he  had  introduced  defendant,  there  is  no  abandonment  of 
the  employment,  it  appearing  that  the  defendant  had  previously 
signed  a  contract  for  an  exchange  of  lands.  Weidemeyer  v.  Wood- 
rum,  154  S.  W.  894,  168  Mo.  App.  716. 

Broker  employed  "to  find  a  deaF ;  held,  to  have  fully  performed 
the  service  for  which  he  was  employed  by  procuring  a  person 
ready,  willing  and  able  to  make  a  satisfactory  exchange  of  prop- 
412 
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erties  with  his  principal.    Nooning  v.  Miller,  165  S.  W.  119,  178 
Mo.  App.  297;  Meyers  v.  Kilgan,  160  S.  W.  569,  177  Mo.  App. 

724. 

Sec.  456.    Excess  in  price  as  compensation. 

A  real  estate  agent  employed  to  sell  land  for  a  certain  net 
price  is  not  entitled,  in  the  absence  of  a  contract  therefor,  to 
any  excess  over  such  price  that  he  may  obtain  for  the  land,  there 
being  no  contract  to  that  effect.  Snow  v.  McFarlane,  51  111.  App. 
448;  Tumley  v.  Michael  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '91),  15  S.  W.  912; 
Kellogg  v.  Keeler,  27  111.  App.  244.  Compare  Deming  Inv.  Co. 
V.  Meyer  (Okla.  Sup.  '07),  91  P.  846,  Sec.  290. 

In  an  action  for  the  violation  of  duties  due  to  plaintiff  as 
broker,  it  appeared  that  defendant  informed  plaintiff  that  he 
had  certain  lots  for  sale  at  $17,500;  the  lots  had  been  placed 
in  defendant's  hands  by  E.,  another  broker,  with  whom  they 
had  been  placed  by  the  ovmer,  and  the  price  asked  by  defend- 
ant was  that  fixed  by  the  owner;  plaintiff  refused  to  buy  at 
that  price  and  offered  $13,*000;  defendant  reported  the  bid  to 
E.,  who  was  informed  by  the  ovmer  that  he  could  have  the 
lots  at  $12,000,  without  commissions;  E.  then  instructed  de- 
fendant to  offer  the  lots  to  plaintiff  at  $14,000,  which  offer 
plaintiff  accepted,  and  defendant  then  procured  a  contract, 
and  reported  that  he  had  bought  the  property  for  plaintiff. 
Held,  that  the  evidence  did  not  show  that  defendant  was  em- 
ployed by  plaintiff  so  as  to  make  him  liable  for  the  difference 
between  the  price  at  which  the  owner  was  vrilling  to  sell  and 
the  price  asked.  Lazarus  v.  Sands,  27  N.  Y.  S.  885,  33  N.  Y. 
S.  855,  7  Misc.  282,  12  Misc.  575.    See  also  Sec.  25. 

Under  a  contract  empowering  a  real  estate  broker  to  sell 
property  for  a  certain  sum,  and  providing  that  he  should  have 
as  commissions  all  that  he  could  get  for  the  property  above 
the  price  named,  he  was  entitled  to  commissions  only  in  the 
event  of  procuring  a  consummation  of  the  sale,  and  not  on 
procuring  the  execution  of  a  contract  of  sale  which  was  never 
performed.  Munroe  v.  Taylor,  191  Mass.  483,  78  N.  E.  106; 
Murphy  v.  W.  &  TF.  Uve  Stock  Co.,  189  P.  857,  —  Wyo.  Sup.  — . 
See  also  Sec.  503. 
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The  owner  of  land  agreed  to  pay  a  broker  five  per  cent,  com- 
mission if  he  found  a  purchaser  who  would  pay  him  $3,000; 
thereafter  the  owner  went  away,  but  before  leaving  told  the 
broker  to  consult  C,  and  deal  with  him  in  the  owner^s  place;  sub- 
sequently C  authorized  a  sale  for  $3,000  net  to  the  owner,  agree- 
ing that  the  broker  might  have  anything  above  that;  the  owner 
was  informed  of  a  sale  made  for  $3,500,  the  contract  calling  for  a 
good  title,  but  refused  to  execute  a  proper  deed.  Held,  that  the 
broker  was  entitled  to  recover  $600.  Foster  v.  Taylor,  44  Wash. 
313,  27  Pac.  368 ;  Chesbrough  v.  Vizard  Inv.  Co.,  160  S.  W.  725, 
156  Ky.  149 ;  McKibben  v.  Wilson,  182  P.  638,  —  Kan.  Sup.  — . 

Where  a  broker  agreed  with  the  ovmer  of  land  to  sell  it, 
and  that  all  above  a  certain  price  should  be  divided  between 
them,  and  advised  her  to  sell  below  the  price  named  after  a 
certain  time,  on  the  ground  that  the  lands  were  not  worth 
more,  and  effected  a  sale  after  the  death  of  the  owner  for  her 
executor  at  a  price  which  left  nothing,  under  the  agreement 
with  the  decedent,  to  be  divided,  a  claim  against  the  executor 
for  commissions  could  not  be  allowed.  In  re  French's  Est., 
101  N.  Y.  S.  734,  51  Misc.  457. 

Where  an  owner  promised  and  agreed  to  pay  a  broker  as 
a  commission  for  procuring  a  tenant,  ''all  you  get  above  $2,000 
per  year,"  and  the  broker  rents  the  premises  for  five  years  at 
an  annual  rental  of  $2,200,  he  was  entitled  to  the  excess  over 
$2,000  each  year  during  the  life  of  the  lease,  and  not  merely 
for  one  year.  Goldstein  v.  D'Arcy,  201  Mass.  312,  87  N.  B. 
584.    See  also  Sec.  212.    Compare  Sec.  207. 

A  broker  employed  to  procure  a  purchaser  of  real  estate, 
to  receive  as  commissions  any  sum  in  excess  of  $45  per  acre, 
can  not  recover  commissions,  where  the  owner  sold  the  land 
at  $45  per  acre,  in  the  absence  of  a  showing  that  the  sale  was 
made  in  fraud  of  the  broker's  rights,  though  he  claimed  that 
he  could  have  sold  for  $50  per  acre.  Cook  v.  Whiting  (lovra 
Sup.  '09),  122  N.W.  835. 

A  broker  employed  to  procure  a  purchaser  willing  to  pay 
$16,000  net,  for  a  commission  of  whatever  was  obtained  in 
excess  of  that  sum,  who  procured  a  purchaser  vdlling  to  pay 
$16,500,  on  the  condition  that  the  owner  pay  to  a  third  x>er- 
son  as  purchaser's  agent,  for  his  compensation  in  the  transac- 
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tion,  two  and  one-half  per  cent,  thereof,  did  not  comply  with 
the  contract  of  employment  and  could  not  recover  commissions. 
Slayback  v.  Wetzel  (Mo.  App.  '09),  123  S.  W.  982. 

Broker  entitled  to  excess  as  commission  on  finding  a  purchaser 
ready,  able  and  willing  so  to  do.  Hale  v.  Taylor,  126  S.  W.  755, 
140  Mo.  App.  692;  Davis-Fisher  Co.  ▼.  Hall  148  N.  W.  713,  182 
Mich.  674,  L.  R.  A.  1915  A,  1224. 

A  real  estate  broker's  obligation  was  fully  performed  when  he 
procured  from  a  prospective  purchaser  an  enforceable  contract  to 
purchase  at  the  agreed  price,  and  it  was  no  concern  of  the  owner, 
who  agreed  that  the  broker  should  receive  all  over  that  amount, 
that  the  excess  was  in  the  form  of  fruit  that  the  purchaser  agreed 
should  go  to  the  broker  rather  than  money.  8%ll  v.  Ceschi.  140 
P.  949,  167  Cal.  698. 

Where  an  owner  of  land  agreed  with  a  broker  that  the  latter 
might  sell  for  a  given  sum  net,  such  agreement  authorized  the 
broker  to  retain  all  the  proceeds  above  that  sum  as  a  commission, 
but  does  not  entitle  him  to  any  commission  unless  an  actual  sale 
is  made.    Noyes  v.  Caldwell,  104  N.  E.  595,  216  Mass.  525. 

Where  a  broker  is  employed  to  sell  real  estate  at  a  stipulated 
net  price,  and  on  certain  terms,  with  an  understanding  that  he 
shall  have  all  in  excess  of  the  net  price  for  his  compensation,  he  is 
at  liberty  to  enter  into  a  contract  to  sell  the  premises  with  other 
property  for  a  gross  consideration  in  excess  of  the  owner's  net 
price,  provided  the  proposed  purchaser  is  willing  and  able  to  pur- 
chase at  the  price  and  on  the  stipulated  terms,  though  a  part  of 
the  consideration  in  excess  of  that  which  was  to  be  paid  to  the 
ovmer  consists  of  ^  stock  in  a  corporation.  Smith  v.  Mellen,  133 
N.  W.  566,  116  Minn.  198. 

A  broker  procuring  a  purchaser  for  property  subsequently  con- 
demned, for  a  sum  in  excess  of  that  he  was  authorized  to  sell  it 
for,  can  recover  his  agreed  commission.  Tyler  v.  Seller,  136  "S. 
T.  Sup.  394,  76  Misc.  Rep.  185. 

A  broker  employed  to  procure  a  purchaser  for  compensation  of 
any  sum  in  excess  of  price  fixed  by  the  principal;  held,  not  to 
forfeit  compensation  because  he  became  interested  with  the  pur- 
chaser in  purchasing  the  land.  Martineau  v.  Hanson,  155  P.  432, 
47  Utah,  549. 
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Where  a  broker  is  given  the  sale  of  land  at  a  net  price  to  the 
owner,  it  is  necessary,  to  recover  substantial  damages,  that  the 
customer  furnished  was  able,  ready  and  willing  to  buy  at  a  cer- 
tain advanced  price,  although  vendor,  by  his  acts,  released  him 
from  any  obligation  to  produce  a  customer.  Shapiro  v.  Benensan, 
167  N.  Y.  Sup.  1004,  181  App.  Div.  19. 

Defendants'  general  agent  S,  being  authorized  by  them  to  sell 
for  $23,000  and  retain  as  compensation  any  amount  received  in 
excess  of  $23,000,  and  who,  having  employed  plaintiff  to  find  a 
customer,  S  and  plaintiff  to  divide  any  such  excess,  the  fact  that 
plaintiff  was  to  receive  a  commission  from  Q,  obtained  as  a  cus- 
tomer after  refusing  a  price  of  $30,000,  and  in  not  affecting  de- 
fendants, did  not  deprive  him  of  right  to  recover  his  commission 
from  them.    Springstein  v.  Lewis,  259  F.  518. 

Sec.  457.    Failure  of  broker  to  sell. 

Where  a  broker  brought  a  prospective  purchaser  before  the 
owner  of  land,  and  the  prospective  purchaser,  upon  being  told 
the  price,  left  without  taking  any  action,  the  broker  was  not  en- 
titled to  a  commission,  since  he  had  not  furnished  a  purchaser 
ready,  able  and  willing  to  buy  on  the  seller's  terms.  Innes  v. 
Bogan,  41  Colo.  9,  91  P.  1108;  Oeorgeon  v.  Jahn,  174  N.  Y.  Sup. 
145. 

Broker  authorized  to  procure  a  purchaser  for  a  wife's  realty 
at  $7,000,  and  for  her  husband's  grocery  business  conducted 
therein  for  $2,000,  who  found  two  persons  who  agreed  to  pay 
$8,500  for  both,  offers  refused  by  the  husband,  after  which  broker 
remained  inactive  for  weeks,  when  wife  sold  her  realty  for  $7,000 
and  her  husband  sold  his  grocery  business  for  $2,000  to  the  one 
who  had  offered  $8,500  for  both  store  and  premises,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  bad  faith  broker  could  not  recover  commission  from  the 
wife.    In  re  Nielson,  127  N.  E.  514,  —  Mass.  Sup.  — . 

Sec.  468.    Failure  to  consummate  contract  of  sale. 

To  entitle  a  real  estate  broker  to  his  commission,  he  must 
produce  a  person  who  actually  purchases  the  property  by  com- 
plying with  the  terms  agfreed  upon,  unless  his  failure  to  do 
so  is  caused  by  the  fault  of  the  vendor.  Richards  v.  Jack- 
son,  31  Md.  250;  Fox  v.  Regan,  240  HI.  391,  88  N.  E.  974; 
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Briggs  t.  Bowe,  1  Abb.  Dec.  (N.  T.)  189,  4  Keyes,  424;  Bur- 
nett V.  Eddling,  19  Tex.  Civ.  App.  711,  48  S.  W.  776;  Parker 
y.  Nat  Bdg.,  etc.  Assn.,  55  W.  Va.  134,  46  S.  E.  811 ;  Hugill  v. 
Weekly,  64  W.  Va.  210,  61  S.  E.  360,  15  L.  B.  A.  (N.  S.)  1262; 
Hamherger  v.  Thomas  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '09),  118  S.  W.  770; 
Dotson  V.  Millxkin,  209  TJ.  S.  237;  Rankin  v.  Orist,  129  S.  W. 
1147,  61  Tex.  Civ.  App.  484;  Cram  v.  Slade  &  Bassett,  154  S. 
W.  351,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ;  Cligg  v.  Meyer,  134  S.  W.  386, 
—  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ;  Young  v.  Whitaker,  150  P.  972,  46  Utah, 
474;  Hayden  v.  Ashley,  150  P.  1147,  86  Wash.  653;  Speer  v. 
Benedum  Trees  Oil  Co.,  86  A.  695,  239  Pa.  189;  De  Perow  v. 
Groomes,  42  App.  D.  C.  287;  Cunningham  v.  Friendly,  140  P. 
989,  70  Or.  222,  den.  re.  139  P.  928,  70  Or.  222 ;  Husak  v.  May- 
wald,  185  111.  App.  479;  Bleiswess  v.  McCurdy,  180  P.  403,  — 
Wash.  Sup.  — ;  Oban  v.  Ducharme,  106  A.  777,  —  Vt.  Sup.  — ; 
Oregon  Home  Builders  v.  Montgomery  Inv.  Co.,  184  P.  487,  — 
Or.  Sup.  — ;  Harris  v.  Warmack,  101  S.  E.  713,  —  6a.  App.  — ; 
Laird  v.  Elliott,  219  S.  W.  499,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — .  See  also 
Sec.  536. 

Where  the  owner  of  land  authorized  real  estate  a^nts  to 
sell  land  purchased  by  him,  and  informed  them  that  he  had 
no  deed  for  the  same,  but  held  it  under  a  contract,  and  the 
agents  made  a  contract  for  a  sale  of  the  land,  but  the  pur- 
chaser refused  to  complete,  because  the  vendor  had  only  a  con- 
tract of  purchase,  there  being  no  other  defect  in  the  title,  it 
was  held  that  the  agents  were  not  entitled  to  recover  the  agreed 
eommissions  on  the  sale,  as  it  proved  abortive  without  any 
fault  on  the  part  of  their  principal.  Hoyt  v.  Shipherd,  70  111. 
309.  Compare  Sec.  33. 

Where  a  broker  was  employed  to  sell  a  whole  tract  of  land, 
or  a  part  thereof,  and  after  negotiations  the  broker  failed  to 
make  a  sale,  and  an  attempt  was  made  to  discharge  him,  but 
he  continued  his  negotiations,  subsequently  the  owner  sold  a 
portion  of  the  tract  to  a  person  with  whom  the  broker  had 
prior  negotiations ;  the  owner  was  held  liable  to  pay  the  broker 
a  proportionate  commission.  Diamond  v.  Wheeler,  80  N.  Y. 
S.  416,  80  App.  Div.  58;  Bogart  v.  McWilliams  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.  '95),  31  S.  W.  434. 
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A  broker's  contract  for  a  commission  on  a  sale  of  an  entire 
tract  of  timber  land ;  held,  not  to  entitle  him  to  a  commission  on 
a  sale  of  a  portion  of  the  tract.  Wilson  v.  Rafter,  174  S.  W.  137, 
188  Mo.  App.  356. 

Broker  not  entitled  to  a  commission  for  sale  of  a  part  of  a 
tract  when  employed  to  sell  the  whole.  Martin  v.  Crumb,  142 
N.  Y.  Sup.  1096,  168  App.  Div.  228,  rear,  and  app.  to  Ct.  App. 
den.,  143  N.  Y.  Sup.  1130,  168  App.  Div.  939,  judg.  rev..  Ill 
N.  E.  62,  216  N.  Y.  600. 

A  broker  employed  to  procure  a  loan  on  real  estate  is  not 

entitled  to  compensation  merely  because  a  lender  was  found 
who  agreed  to  make  the  loan,  subject  to  the  conditions,  ''title, 
etc.,  being  found  ultimately  satisfactory,''  but  who  declined 
to  make  the  loan  after  an  examination  of  defendant's  title  to 
the  real  estate.  Chambers  v.  Ackley,  91  N.  Y.  S.  78;  Catling 
V.  Central  Spar  Verein,  IS  N.  Y.  S.  496,  67  App.  D.  50. 

An  owner  employed  a  broker  to  procure  a  purchaser  for 
described  real  estate  for  a  specified  sum  at  a  specified  com- 
mission; the  broker  procured  a  third  person  to  make  an  offer, 
which  the  owner  accepted,  and  the  two  entered  into  a  contract 
for  an  exchange  of  properties;  the  broker  testified  that  the 
owner  stated  that  if  he  could  get  a  third  person  to  agree  to 
give  a  specified  number  of  lots  and  a  mortgage  back  of  a 
specified  sum  the  owner  would  pay  a  specified  sum  for  com- 
misaions;  the  agreement  for  an  exchange  was  not  carried  out 
because  of  a  defect  in  the  title  of  the  third  person,  which  the 
broker  attempted  to  cure.  Held,  that  the  broker  was  not  entitled 
to  commissions,  none  being  earned  unless  a  transfer  was  made. 
Keating  v.  Healey,  147  Mich.  279,  110  N.  W.  943,  13  D.  L.  N. 
1035. 

Plaintiff,  employed  to  sell  real  estate,  procured  a  purchaser 
who  executed  a  contract  to  purchase,  and  plaintiff  and  the  owner 
at  the  same  time  entered  into  a  written  agreement,  which  pro- 
vided that  plaintiff  would  accept  $500  as  a  full  commission,  which 
amount  should  be  paid  from  the  first  $500  received  by  the  owner 
after  the  first  $5,000  had  been  paid.  The  contract  was  never  car- 
ried out  because  the  owner  could  not  give  a  good  title.  Held, 
that  the  agreement  established  a  time  before  which  the  plaintiff 
was  not  entitled  to  compensation,  and  not  a  time  beyond  which 
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he  WHS  not  required  to  wait  for  it,  so  that  he  could  not  recover. 
Such  agreement  superceded  the  ordinary  rule  that  a  broker  earns 
his  commission  when  he  has  procured  the  execution  of  a  valid 
agreement  for  sale.  Clark  v.  Horsy  (Mass.  Sup.),  105  N".  E. 
222^  217  Mass.  485.  Compare  Sees.  460,  501,  1118.  See  also 
Sec.  503. 

An  owner  employed  a  broker  to  procure  a  purchaser  of  his 

land;  the  broker  procured  a  purchaser  who  contracted  with 

the  owner  for  the  purchase;  the  purchaser  was  unable  to  pay 

the  cash  necessary  to  consummate  the  sale,  and  he  depended 

on   a  third  person  with  whom  he  had  contracted  to  buy  the 

property,  and  who  was  to  furnish  the  cash  to  make  the  first 

payment;  the  sale  was  not  made,  and  the  owner  cancelled  the 

contract.    Held,  that  it  was  not  necessary  for  the  broker,  in 

order  to  recover  his  commissions,  to  prove  that  the  purchaser 

was  able,  independently  of  the  third  person,  to  make  the  cash 

payment,  and  if  the  purchaser  could  have  procured  the  money 

from  the  third  person,  and  if  the  failure  to  complete  the  sale 

resulted  from  the  fault  of  the  owner,  the   commission  was 

earned.    Clark  v.  Wilson,  41  Tex.  Civ.  App.  450,  91  S.  W.  627. 

Compare  Fox  v.  Demargo  Land  Co.,  37  Colo.  203,  86  P.  344; 

Harmon  v.  Enright,  107  Mo.  App.  560,  81  S.  W.  1180;  Butler 

V.  Baker,  17  R.  I.  582,  23  A.  1019. 

A  real  estate  agent  executed,  in  duplicate,  a  contract  of  sale 
in  excess  of  his  authority  and  delivered  one  copy  to  the  pur- 
chaser, and  sent  one  to  the  principal  with  a  request  that  the 
latter  have  his  wife  sign  it;  the  purchaser  had  no  knowledge 
that  there  was  another  copy  of  the  contract,  sending  at  differ- 
ent times  to  the  agent  various  propositions  for  a  modification 
of  the  contract;  the  principal  knew  that  the  purchaser  and 
the  agent  were  in  communication,  and  the  former  was  charge- 
able with  knowledge  that  the  terms  of  the  contract  exceeded 
the  agent's  authority.     Held,  that  the  principal's  failure  to 
oommunicate  with  the  purchaser  was  not  a  ratification.    Strong 
V.  Ross,  33  Ind.  App.  586,  71  N.  B.  918.    See  also  Sec.  618. 
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Broker  who  merely  shows  negotiations  never  ripening  into  a 
purchase,  or  an  agreement  to  purchase^  is  not  entitled  to  commis- 
sions.   Stevenson  v.  Bannan,  84  A.  447,  235  Pa.  512. 

PlaintiflE,  a  real  estate  broker,  was  not  entitled  to  a  commission 
in  procuring  a  sale  of  real  estate  to  defendant,  where  plaintiff 
procured  from  the  owner  an  offer  to  sell  for  $10,000,  and  he  was 
authorized  by  defendant  to  offer  $9,000,  and  thereafter  a  sale  was 
consimimated  for  $9,500,  in  a  transaction  with  another  broker  in 
which  plaintiff  took  no  part.     Oehm  v.  Stark,  187  111.  App.  185. 

Broker  not  entitled  to  commission  where  another  broker  pre- 
ceded him,  and  he  did  not  have  an  exclusive  agency.  McFarland 
V.  Howell  143  N".  W.  860,  162  Iowa,  110;  Oroskin  v.  Moore,  94 
A.  1057,  249  Pa.  242. 

Where  a  broker  employed  by  executors  to  sell  land  brought  a 
purchaser  able  and  willing  to  take  the  property,  but  who  refused 
to  complete  the  contract  on  learning  that  there  was  a  vendor's 
lien  against  the  property,  the  broker,  in  the  absence  of  fraud  or 
misrepTPsentation  as  to  the  title  by  the  executors,  is  not  entitled 
to  recover  compensation.  Roleris  v.  Holland,  134  S.  W.  810, 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

"dnfler  contract  for  payment  of  broker's  commissions  when  pay- 
ments were  made  by  purchaser,  which  were  never  made  to  vendor; 
held,  not  liable  because  of  extensions  of  time  to  purchaser,  or  be- 
cause broker  had  no  notice  of  such  extensions.  Prince  v.  Selby 
Smelting  &  Lead  Co,,  170  P.  1075,  —  Cal.  App.  — . 

Plaintiff  realty  brokers,  who  had  made  with  the  owners  of  land 
a  valid  contract  to  sell  it  for  a  commission,  can  not  recover  in 
the  total  absence  of  testimony  to  show  that  they  found  or  pro- 
duced a  purchaser  at  any  price.    Ewing  v.  Bondy  215  S.  W.  934, 

—  Kv.  Ct.  App.  — . 

When  commissions  are  based  on  the  amount  "received''  by  the 
owner,  a  failure  to  sell  the  land,  without  fault  of  the  owner,  pre- 
vents recovery  of  any  commissions.  Lee  v.  Greenwood  Agency 
Co.,  86  S.  449,  —  Miss.  Sup.  — . 
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See.  458a.    NegotiationB  not  constttnting  a  contract,  broker 
not  entitled  to  commisfion. 

Broker  employed  to  procure  another  to  nndertake  the  sale  of 
a  tract  of  land;  held,  not  entitled  to  commissions^  because  the 
negotiations  between  the  principal  and  said  other  party  did  not 
constitute  a  contract.  Jameson  v.  U.  S.  Farm  Land  Co,,  206 
P.  889,  124  C.  C.  A.  649,  re.  den.,  210  F.  886,  127  C.  C.  A.  495. 

Brokers  authorized  to  sell  at  a  certain  price  and  promised  a 
certain  amount  as  compensation  if  they  procured  a  purchaser, 
are  not  entitled  to  a  commission,  though  one  with  whom  they  had 
negotiations  ending  in  failure,  after  abandoning  the  idea  of  buy- 
ing on  any  proposition  made  through  them,  was,  by  a  friend  and 
the  owner,  persuaded  to  enter  into  negotiations  with  the  owner, 
which  resulted  in  his  buying  at  a  reduced  price  agreed  on  by  them. 
Swain  v.  Pitts,  82  S.  306,  —  Miss.  Sup.  — . 

Sec.  469.    Failure  of  sale  by  defect  in  title. 

A  contract  of  employment  may  be  so  drawn  as  to  deprive 
the  broker  of  the  right  to  a  commission,  if  the  transaction 
sbonld  fall  through  because  of  a  defect  in  the  principal's  title. 
Louisville,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Shepard,  126  Ala.  416,  28  S.  202 ;  Clark 
V.  Hovey,  106  N.  B.  222,  217  Mass.  486;  Chas.  Somers  Co.  v. 
Fix,  134  P.  932,  76  Wash.  233;  Slade  &  Bassett  v.  Crum,  193 
S.  W.  723,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ;  Genatt  v.  Robinson,  166  N.  Y. 
Sup.  464. 

Sec.  460.    Failure  of  purcliaser  to  carry  out  the  contract. 

If  the  principal  and  the  customer  found  by  the  broker  en- 
ter into  a  valid  contract,  and  the  purchaser  fails  to  make  the 
deferred  payments  and  surrenders  possession  to  the  vendor, 
the  broker  is  not  deprived  of  his  right  to  a  commission  for 
making  the  sale.  Shainwald  v.  Cady,  92  Cal.  83,  ?8  P.  101; 
Halleck  v.  Hinckley,  19  Colo.  38,  34  P.  479;  Lester  v.  Norton, 
43  Conn.  219;  Moss  v.  Wren  (Tex.  Sup.  '08),  118  S.  W.  149; 
Friestedt  v.  Dietrich,  84  111.  App.  604;  Jenkins  v.  HollingS" 
worth,  83  111.  App.  139;  Greene  v.  Hollingshead,  40  111.  App. 
195;  McConaughy  v.  Mahannah,  28  111.  App.  169;  Love  v. 
Miller,  53  Ind.  294;  Micks  v.  Stevenson,  22  Ind.  App.  475,  51 
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N.  E.  492;  Pearson  v.  Mason,  120  Mass.  53;  Love  y.  Owens, 
31  Mo.  App.  501;  Lanney  v.  Healey,  66  Neb.  313,  76  N.  W. 
568;  Seabury  v.  Fidelity,  etc.,  Ins.  Co.,  205  Pa.  St.  234,  54  A. 
898;  Hippie  v.  Laird,  189  Pa.  St.  472,  42  A.  46;  Bach  v.  Erne- 
rich,  35  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.  548;  Heinrich  v.  Kern,  4  Daly  (N. 
Y.),  74;  Thain  v.  PhilbrecJe,  74  .N.  Y.  S.  856,  36  Misc.  829; 
Rosenberg  v.  Smith,  55  N.  Y.  S.  528,  25  Misc.  774;  Davis  y. 
Dawson,  194  S.  W.  15,  —  Ark.  Sup.  — .  See  also  Sec.  449. 
Compare  Sees.  458,  637. 

Where  owner  listed  real  estate  with  a  broker  for  sale,  and  he 
failed  to  procure  a  purchaser  upon  owner's  terms,  but  did  pro- 
cure one  who  entered  into  a  contract  directly  with  the  owner  on 
different  terms,  including  lot  conveyed  to  owner  as  part  of  con- 
sideration which  was  not  completed  because  purchaser  had  no 
title  to  and  could  not  obtain  title  to  lot,  the  purchaser  was  not 
*'ready,  able  and  willing**  to  buy  on  terms  agreed  upon  by  him- 
self and  owner,  the  broker  did  not  earn  any  commission  upon  al- 
leged sale.  Harris  v.  Warmack,  101  S.  E.  713,  —  Ga.  App.  — ; 
Reder  v.  Epps,  166  S.  W.  747,  112  Ark.  666. 


Sec.  460a.    Broker  employed  to  purchase  entitled  to  commia- 
sion  for  services. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions  for  purchasing  real 
estate,  where  defendant  authorized  to  pay  $27  an  acre,  and  plain- 
tiff obtained  a  price  of  $28,  which  defendant  agreed  to  pay,  and 
availed  himself  of  plaintiff's  seryices  in  closing  the  deal  at  that 
price,  defendant  was  liable  for  the  value  of  the  services  rendered. 
Comett  V.  Wooldridge,  133  S.  W.  346,  162  Mo.  App.  446. 

Sec.  461.    Failure  of  consideration. 

Partial  failure  of  consideration  is  no  defense  to  an  action 
on  a  note  executed  and  delivered  by  the  vendee  to  the  broker 
for  a  conmiission  for  making  a  sale  or  exchange  of  real  estate. 
Wade  V.  Bishop,  5  Ohio  Superior  &  C.  PI.  Dec.  625. 

Defendant  executed  two  notes  for  $385  each  in  payment  of 
a  commission  for  selling  land,  and  payable  only  in  the  event 
that  the  vendee  of  the  land  remained  on  it  for  one  year  and 
made  improvements  equal  in  value  to  the  notes;  the  vendees 
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plowed  one  hundred  acres,  which  increased  its  value  $2.50  per 
acre,  erected  buildings,  constructed  drainage  worth  $75,  and 
a  levee  worth  $64,  but  with  the  consent  of  defendant,  to  whom 
they  executed  a  reconveyance,  abandoned  the  premises  before 
the  expiratioa  of  a  year.  Held,  that  a  finding  that  there  was 
no  failure  of  consideration  for  the  note  was  proper.  Eastan 
Packing  Co.  v.  Kennedy,  131  Cal.  23,  63  P.  130;  WebsUr  v. 
Holmes,  174  Mass.  410,  54  N.  £.  872. 

Where  landowners  agreed  to  pay  a  commission,  and  to  give 
the  broker  an  exclusive  agency  to  sell  their  property,  in  consid- 
eration of  his  opening  and  maintaining  a  city  ofiSce,  the  broker 
can  not  recover  on  the  contract  where  he  maintained  the  city 
ofiSce  for  only  a  short  time.  Whitcomb  v.  Bayer,  144  P.  922,  82 
Wash.  672. 

Where  the  landowners  agreed  to  convey  to  a  broker  one-fourth 
of  a  tract,  in  consideration  of  the  broker's  sale  of  the  remainder, 
is  not  entitled  to  retain  the  portion  conveyed  to  him.    Id. 

Sec.  462.    Forfeitures. 

The  plaintiff,  a  real  estate  broker,  having  in  his  hands  cer- 
tain property  of  the  defendant  for  sale  or  exchange,  arranged 
for  an  exchange  with  C,  and  a  contract  was  executed  by  C. 
and  the  defendant,  by  which  each  was  to  take  immediate  pos- 
session of  the  other's  property,  and  on  or  before  a  day  fixed 
was  to  convey  his  property  to  the  other  by  warranty  deed; 
and  if  either  should  fail  to  perform,  he  was  to  pay  the  other 
$500  as  liquidated  damages;  C.  failed  to  perform,  vtdthout 
fault  on  the  part  of  the  defendant.  Held,  that  the  plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  his  commissions;  the  defendant  having  agreed 
to  accept  $500  in  lieu  of  performance,  would  not  be  allowed 
to  deny  as  against  the  plaintiff  that  that  payment  was  equiva- 
lent to  i)erformance.  Leete  v.  Norton,  43  Conn.  219;  criti- 
cized, Rieger  v.  Bigger,  29  Mo.  App.  421 ;  Parker  v.  Estdbrook, 
68  N.  H.  349,  44  A.  484.  Contra,  Eimberly  v.  Henderson,  29 
Md.  512;  Moloney  v.  AschafferAurg,  78  S.  761,  —  La.  Sup.  — ; 
Fuller  v.  Preston,  191  P.  493,  —  Kan.  Sup.  — . 

H.,  a  real  estate  broker,  having  heard  that  K.  desired  to  sell 
certain  property,  went  to  his  office  and  informed  him  that  in 
case  he  succeeded  in  negotiating  a  sale  he  should  expect  the 
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usual  commissions;  afterward  H.  brought  E.  and  J.  together 
and  certain  papers  were  executed  whereby  they  contracted  for 
a  sale  of  the  property,  with  a  stipulation  that  if  either  party 
should  fail  to  comply  with  the  contract,  a  forfeiture  of  $1,000 
should  be  paid  by  the  party  in  default;  J.  failed  to  comply 
with  the  contract  and  gave  his  note  for  the  forfeit  money. 
Held,  that  H.  was  not  entitled  to  a  commission.  Kitnberly  v. 
Henderson,  29  Md.  512.  Contra,  Leete  v.  Horton,  43  Conn. 
219 ;  Parker  v.  Estahrook,  68  N.  II.  349,  44  A.  484. 

A  broker  is  not  injured  by  the  cancellation,  without  his  con- 
sent, of  a  contract  of  purchase,  and  derived  from  it  no  cause 
of  action  against  the  vendor,  where  the  broker  had  agreed  with 
the  vendor  that  he  (the  broker)  should  not  be  entitled  to  a 
commission  until  the  purchaser  fully  completed  the  transac- 
tion; the  agreed  payment  was  made  and  a  contract  of  sale 
executed,  but  the  purchaser  defaulted  in  making  the  first  de- 
ferred payment,  as  a  result  of  which  the  vendor  became  en- 
titled, under  the  contract  of  purchase,  to  declare  a  forfeiture. 
Seymour  v.  St.  Luke's  Hospital,  50  N.  Y.  S.  989,  28  A.  D. 
119. 

Where  a  purchaser  agrees  absolutely  to  buy  the  property,  the 
broker  can  not  be  deprived  of  the  commission  because  the  price 
is  payable  in  installments  where  the  vendor  has  the  right  to 
declare  a  forfeiture  on  default  of  payment  of  any  installment, 
exercises  the  same  and  retains  the  payments  made.  Stewart 
V.  Fowler,  53  Kan.  537,  36  P.  1002;  Willes  v.  Smith,  77  Wis. 
81,  45  N.  W.  666 ;  Betz  v.  Williams,  etc.,  Land  Co.,  46  Kan.  45, 
26  P.  456. 

A  broker  may,  by  agreement,  forfeit  his  right  to  a  commis- 
sion in  case  a  purchaser  defaults  in  carrying  out  his  contract. 
Seymour  v.  St.  Luke's  Hospital,  50  N.  Y.  S.  989,  28  App.  Div. 

119;  Forsyth  y.  Phelps,  128  P.  778,  2  Cal.  App.  133; 
Where  a  customer  obtained  by  a  broker  refuses  to  carry 
out  the  contract  of  sale  entered  into  with  the  vendor,  the  broker 
does  not  forfeit  his  right  to  a  commission  by  the  fact  that,  on 
such  refusal,  he  procures  another  customer  and  states  to  his  prin- 
cipal that  he  expects  no  commission  on  the  previous  sale.  Beach 
V.  Emerich,  35  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.  548. 
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Where  a  contract  for  the  purchase  of  land  accorded  to  the 
purchaser  the  right  to  '*back  out,"  on  paying  a  forfeiture, 
the  vendor  can  not  recover  damages  from  the  agents  on  ac- 
count of  their  having,  by  false  representations,  induced  the 
purchasers  to  forfeit  the  contract.  Hetzler  v.  Morrell,  82  Iowa, 
562,  48  N.  W.  938. 

If  an  agent  or  broker  employed  to  transact  a  particular 
business  is  guilty  of  bad  faith  to  his  principal,  he  thereby 
forfeits  his  right  to  commissions.  Bunn  v.  Kerch,  214  111. 
259,  73  N.  E.  419.  The  right  of  one  employing  a  broker  to 
procure  a  purchaser  for  his  land  to  recover  from  the  broker 
the  forfeit  money  paid  by  the  intending  purchaser  failing  to 
complete  the  purchase  is  not  affected  by  a  custom  that  forfeit 
money  belongs  to  the  broker,  the  owner  not  contracting  with 
reference  thereto.  Jf.  L,  Chambers  &  Co.  v.  Herring  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.  '05),  88  S.  W.  371. 

An  agent  employed  by  A.  and  B.  to  purchase  land,  made  a 
purchase  and  took  a  conveyance  to  himself,  and  afterwards 
obtained  from  A.  his  interest  in  the  land.  Held,  that  B.  did  not, 
by  neglecting  to  pay  his  share  of  the  purchase  money  at  the 
stipulated  time,  forfeit  his  right  to  a  conveyance  from  the  agent. 
Hutchinson  v.  Hutchinson,  4  Desau.  (S.  C.)  77.  Compare  First 
Bank  v.  Bissell,  2  McCrary  (TI.  S.),  73.    Compare  Sec.  368. 

That  contract  of  sale  is  cancelled  by  consent  of  parties;  held, 
not  to  affect  the  right  of  broker  employed  by  vendor  to  compensa- 
tion.   Reasoner  v.  Yates,  134  N.  W.  651,  90  Neb.  757. 

Under  Code  Pub.  Civ.  Laws,  Art.  2,  Sec.  17,  a  broker  who 
negotiated  a  contract  of  sale,  which  was  signed  by  both  vendor 
and  purchaser,  is  entitled  to  his  commission,  though  the  vendor 
dismisses  his  suit  to  compel  specific  performance  by  the  purchaser 
on  payment  of  a  consideration  by  the  purchaser.  North  Ave, 
Cassino  Co.  of  Balii.  City  v.  Ferguson,  100  A.  628,  130  Md.  376. 

Under  contract  to  sell  vendor's  land,  '^one-half  down,  and  the 
balance  in  five  equal  annual  payments,'^  a  broker  is  not  entitled 
to  commission  upon  vendor's  refusal  to  sign  and  seal  contract 
under  which  purchaser  could  refuse  to  complete  the  purchase  by 
forfeiture  of  $100  for  non-compliance,  such  being  an  option  con- 
tract and  incapable  of  specific  performance.  Cali.  Land  &  Secur- 
ity Co.  V.  Ritchie,  180  P.  625,  —  Cal.  App.  — . 
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Where  a  real  estate  broker  procured  a  purchaser^  secured  by 
him  to  enter  into  a  contract  with  the  principal  for  the  sale  of 
certain  land^  that  the  contract  provided  for  a  forfeiture,  as  liqui- 
dated damages,  in  case  of  non-performance  on  the  purchaser's 
part,  deprived  the  broker  of  his  right  to  commission  upon  the 
purchaser's  refusal  to  consummate  the  decree,  without  the  fault 
of  either  the  broker  or  his  principal,  although  the  principal  was 
at  liberty  to  waive  his  right  to  specific  performance  of  the  con- 
tract and  accept  the  forfeiture  as  compensation  for  its  breach. 
La  Prelle  v.  Brown,  220  S.  W.  151,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

Where  landowner  obligated  himself  to  pay  an  ordinary  com- 
mission to  a  real  estate  broker  to  procure  a  purchaser  of  his 
premises,  and  the  broker  procured  a  purchaser,  the  mere  fact 
that  the  owner  thereafter,  believing  that  the  price  of  the  property 
was  liable  to  advance,  secured  a  release  from  his  contract  of  sale 
by  giving  the  purchaser  a  substantial  amount  of  money,  was  no 
ground  for  a  claim  on  the  part  of  such  owner  that  the  broker's 
demand  for  his  agreed  compensation  was  inequitable  and  extor- 
tionate.   Oardner  v.  Buechler,  111  A.  689,  —  Conn.  Sup.  — . 

Under  a  contract  obligating  defendants  to  procure  within  three 
days  a  three-year  lease,  for  a  specified  rental,  with  the  option  of 
two  additional  years,  or  to  return  to  plaintiffs  the  sum  of  $250 
paid  by  them,'  plaintiffs  could  recover  the  $250,  where  the  lease- 
hold instrument  presented  to  plaintiffs  was  for  three  years  only, 
with  no  provision  for  the  additional  two  years,  notwithstanding 
evidence  that  the  lessors  were  willing  to  give  the  two  years'  exten- 
sion, but  not  to  embody  such  provision  in  the  written  lease.  Ver- 
non V.  Antill  194  P.  806,  —  Wash.  Sup.  — . 
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See.  463.   Finaadal 

The  fact  that  the  principal  cures  the  defect  in  his  title, 
does  not  deprive  the  broker  of  his  right  to  a  commission,  where 
the  principal  gave  no  notice  that  the  defect  was  cured  until  six 
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months  after  the  customer  was  procured,  at  which  time  tfe 
customer  refused  to  make  the  loan  because  of  changed  finan- 
cial conditions.  Clark  v.  Henry  G.  Thompson,  etc.,  Co.,  75  Conn. 
161,  62  A.  720. 

Sec.  464.    Financial  responaibility  of  purchaser. 

Where  the  proposed  purchaser  was,  at  the  time  of  the  sign- 
ing of  the  contract  of  sale,  ready  to  make  the  payment  then 
due,  the  broker  is  not  required  to  show  that  the  purchaser 
had  sufficient  funds  on  hand  at  that  time  to  make  the  final 
payment.  Levy  v.  Buff,  23  N.  Y.  S.  1002,  2  Misc.  180 ;  McDer- 
matt  V.  Mahoney  (Iowa  Sup.)  106  N.  W.  925,  affirmed  on 
rehearing,  115  N.  W.  32. 

The  fact  that  a  purchaser  is  insolvent  does  not  defeat  the 
broker's  right  to  a  commission,  where  a  cash  payment  is  not 
required,  and  the  contract  of  sale  contemplates  that  the  ven- 
dor is  to  be  secured  by  a  bond  and  deed  of  trust,  which  the 
purchaser  is  prepared  to  deliver.  Boss  v.  Fickling,  11  App. 
Cas.  (D.  C.)  442. 

Where  the  proposed  purchaser  admits  that  he  had  not  the 
ability  to  pay  the  price  fixed,  his  testimony  that  he  was  acting 
in  behalf  of  a  syndicate,  and  that  he  would  have  been  pre- 
pared when  the  time  for  payment  came,  to  find  the  money 
required,  does  not  show  his  ability  to  buy.  Harmon  v.  En- 
right,  107  Mo.  App.  560,  81  S.  W.  1180;  Butler  v.  Baker,  17 
R.  I.  582,  23  A.  1019;  Fox  v.  Demargo  Land  Co.,  37  Colo. 
203,  86  P.  344;  Madden  v.  Brown,  169  111.  App.  456;  8.  V. 
Thompson  Co.  v.  Goldman,  51  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  632 ;  Hicks  v.  Nor- 
ton,  155  S.  W.  669,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ;  Fox  v.  Cohen,  34  App. 
D.  C.  389.  Compare  Clark  v.  Wilson,  41  Tex.  Civ.  App.  450,  91 
S.  W.  627.    See  also  Sec.  558. 

Where  a  broker,  under  a  general  contract  of  employment 
to  sell  real  estate,  obtained  a  purchaser  satisfactory  to  his 
principal,  who  made  an  enforceable  contract  of  sale,  without 
being  induced  to  do  so  by  any  representations  of  the  broker 
as  to  the  purchaser's  responsibility,  and  without  any  bad  faith 
on  the  broker's  part,  the  latter  was  entitled  to  commissions, 
though,  without  the  principaPs  fault,  the  vendee  failed  to 
perform  the  contract,   solely  because  of  the  lack  of  sufficient 
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financial  responsibility  at  the  time  the  contract  was  executed. 
Alt  V.  Dosher,  92  N.  Y.  S.  439,  102  App.  Div.  344,  affirmed 
186  N.  Y.  566,  79  N.  B.  1100;  Fox  v.  Ryan,  240  111.  391,  88  N. 
E.  974;  Glade  v.  Esaiem  III  Mxn.  Co.,  129  Mo.  App.  443, 
107  S.  W.  1002;  Brand  v.  Nagle,  107  N.  Y.  S.  156,  122  App. 
Div.  490;  Lombard  v.  Sills,  157  S.  W.  93,  170  Mo.  App.  555; 
Huiton  V.  Stewart,  135  P.  681,  90  Kan.  602 ;  Oransbury  v.  Sater- 
boh,  133  N.  W.  851,  116  Minn.  339;  Seidel  v.  Walker,  173  S.  W. 
1170,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ;  Root  v.  Grerdwohl,  128  P.  418,  20 
Cal.  App.  139 ;  Oa.  Iron  &  Coal  Co.  v.  Rogers,  Brown  4k  Co.,  77 
S.  B.  213,  12  Qa.  App.  429;  Brink  v.  Ooodelle,  138  N.  Y.  Sup. 
1035 ;  Hopkins  v.  Settles,  149  P.  890,  46  Okl.  801 ;  Hamwell  v. 
J.  D.  Arnold  <t  Co.,  193  S.  W.  506,  —  Ark  Sup.  — ;  Linton  v. 
Johnson,  94  S.  E.  945,  —  W.  Va.  Sup.  — .  Compare  Dotson  v. 
Millildn,  27  App.  Cas.  (D.  C),  500.    See  also  Sec.  192. 

The  broker  must  show  that  the  purchaser  is  able  to  make 
the  exchange,  and  this  ability  is  not  proved  by  the  mere  pro- 
duction of  deeds  on  his  part,  without  some  showing  that  he 
also  had  title  to  the  properties  he  was  willing  to  deed.  His 
ability  does  not  depend  upon  general  financial  standing,  but 
upon  his  being  the  owner  of  the  land  it  was  proposed  to  ex- 
change.   Herscher  v.  Wells,  103  111.  App.  418. 

Where  a  principal  accepts  a  purchaser  found  by  his  broker, 
without  questioning  his  ability  to  perform,  and  the  sale  fails 
of  consummation  by  the  principal's  own  fault  or  failure  to 
make  good  his  offer,  the  burden  is  on  him,  in  order  to  defeat 
the  broker's  right  to  compensation,  to  show  the  purchaser's 
want  of  financial  ability.  Dotson  v.  Milliken,  27  App.  (D.  C.) 
500.  Compare  Alt  v.  Doscher,  92  N.  Y.  S.  439,  102  App.  Div. 
344;  Glade  v.  Eastern  111.  Min.  Co.,  129  Mo.  App.  443;  Brand 
V.  Nagle,  107  N.  Y.  S.  156,  122  App.  Div.  490.  See  also  Sees. 
192,  499. 

In  an  action  for  a  broker's  commissions,  evidence  concern- 
ing arrangements  made  by  the  purchaser  procured  for  funds 
with  which  to  complete  the  purchase,  and  the  financial  ability 
of  the  concern  from  which  funds  were  to  be  secured  was  ad- 
missible. Leuschner  v.  Patrick  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '07),  103  S. 
W.  664;  Czamowski  v.  Holland,  5  Ari.  119,  78  P.  890;  Clark 
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V.  WiUan,  41  Tex.  Civ.  App.  450,  91  S.  W.  627;  Fox  v.  Demargo 
Land  Co.,  37  Colo.  203,  86  P.  344. 

Slight  evidence  of  the  prospective  purchaser's  ability  to  pay 
for  the  land  is  all  that  is  necessary  in  an  action  to  recover  com- 
missions, the  only  fact,  a  refusal  of  owner  to  make  the  sale. 
Bailey  v.  Padgett,  70  S.  637,  196  Ala.  203. 

Where  a  vendor  of  land  is  not  influenced  by  misrepresen- 
tations of  his  broker  as  to  the  financial  condition  of  his  ven- 
dee, such  misrepresentations  do  not  constitute  a  ground  for 
refusing  to  pay  the  broker's  commissions.  Irwin  v.  Mowbray, 
5  N.  Y.  S.  430. 

A  broker  obtained  a  customer  who  contracted  for  the  pur- 
chase of  the  property.  Before  the  time  fixed  for  performance 
the  purchaser  failed  to  obtain  an  extension  of  time  asked  for^ 
because  of  his  inability  to  procure  funds.  The  purchaser,  on 
ascertaining  that  the  broker  did  not  have  the  deed  in  his  pos- 
session on  the  day  fixed  for  performance,  tendered  the  price 
and  demanded  the  deed.  The  purchaser  induced  a  bank  to 
make  the  tender,  with  the  understanding  that  the  identical 
money  would  be  returned.  The  tender  was  made  by  the  bank's 
clerks.  The  purchaser,  on  being  subsequently  given  an  op- 
portunity to  purchase  on  the  same  terms  refused  to  do  so^ 
though  the  property  was  worth  more  than  the  agreed  price. 
Held,  to  show,  as  a  matter  of  law,  that  the  purchaser  was  not 
able  and  ready  to  comply  with  the  terms  of  his  agreement, 
defeating  a  recovery  by  the  broker  of  his  commissions.  Little 
V.  Herzinger,  34  Utah,  337,  97  P.  639. 

It  was  not  necessary,  in  order  to  entitle  a  real  estate  broker 
to  conmiissions  for  land  sold,  that  the  purchaser  should  be 
able  to  perform  at  the  time  the  contract  was  signed,  but  only 
at  the  time  fixed  for  passing  title,  Joffe  v.  Nagel,  114  N.  Y. 
S.  905. 

A  broker  employed  to  procure  a  purchaser  of  real  estate, 
who  procures  a  purchaser  capable  and  willing  to  contract  to 
purchase,  and  who  does  not  warrant  the  financial  ability  of 
the  purchaser,  and  who  is  not  guilty  of  any  fraud,  earns  his 
commissions  on  the  vendor  and  purchaser  entering  into  a  bind- 
ing contract  of  sale  and  purchase,  though  a  sale  is  not  con- 
summated because  of  the  failure  of  the  purchaser  to  perf orm,  for 
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the  vendor  takes  the  responsibility  of  accepting  the  pioposed  ptir- 
chaser,  and,  in  the  absence  of  contract,  the  broker  need  not  see 
that  the  purchase  money  is  paid,  nor  aif  opce  the  contract  of  sale. 
Moore  v.  trvin,  89  Ark.  289,  116  S.  W.  662. 

After  a  broker  had  negotiated  a  sale  of  land,  and  the  pros- 
pective purchaser  had  been  unable  to  obtain  a  loan  with  which 
to  make  the  first  payment,  the  owner's  agent  and  the  pur- 
chaser declared  the  deal  off.  Subsequently  the  agent  gave  the 
broker  an  extension  of  time  in  which  to  procure  the  loan  of 
$7,000,  to  be  secured  by  mortgage  on  the  land,  but  he  was 
able  only  to  obtain  a  conditional  verbal  promise  from  one  per- 
son to  advance  $6,500,  secured  by  mortgage  on  the  land,  and 
an  indefinite  arrangement  with  a  banker  to  lend  $500  on  personal 
security,  on  the  usual  terms  of  bank  loans.  Held,  that  he  had 
failed  to  comply  with  the  terms  of  the  extension,  and  the  agent 
and  purchaser  were  justified  in  refusing  to  proceed  further, 
even  if  the  purchaser  was  bound  by  the  agent's  assent  to  the 
extension  of  time.  Jones  v.  Buck  (Iowa  Sup.  '09),  120  N. 
W.  112. 

"Where  a  broker  employed  to  sell  property  on  specified  terms 
to  designated  persons,  effects  a  sale  to  them  on  such  terms,  he 
need  not,  in  an  action  for  his  commissions,  show  that  they  were 
able  to  make  the  purchase.  Siouienhurg  v.  Evans  (Iowa  Sup. 
'09),  120  N.  W.  59. 

*  A  real  estate  broker  need  not  show,  in  order  to  recover  com- 
missions, that  he  produced  a  purchaser  with  legal  tender  in 
hand,  but  only  that  the  purchaser  was  ready,  willing  and  pe- 
cuniarily able  to  pay  for  the  property  within  the  timo  fixed, 
and  it  is  sufficient  if  the  purchaser  has  arranged  so  that  the 
money  will  be  available  for  payment  when  the  deed  is  deliv- 
ered, though  part  of  it  is  obtained  from  a  mortgage  on  the 
purchased  property  executed  contemporaneously  with  the  deed 
to  the  purchaser.  McCahe  v.  Jones  (Wis.  Sup.  '10),  124  N. 
W.  486. 

Where  an  offer  to  exchange  certain  property  contained  an 
agreement  binding  defendant  to  pay  plaintiff  a  commission  of 
two  and  one-half  per  cent,  of  the  value  of  defendant's  property, 
in  the  event  the  deal  was  closed,  plaintiff's  right  to  such  amount, 
on  defendant's  subsequent  refusal  to  complete  the  exchange,  did 
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not  depend  on  the  fact  that  the  acceptance  of  the  offer  by  the 
other  party  was  conditional  on  the  property  agreeing  with  a  de- 
scription contaiAed  in  the  offer,  but  solely  on  the  readiness  and 
ability  of  the  other  party  to  complete  the  exchange.  Hege  v. 
Hessell  (Wash.  Sup.  ^0),  107  P.  375. 

The  rule  requiring  the  purchaser  produced  by  the  broker  to  be 
''ready,  willing  and  able  to  purchase/'  means  that  such  purchaser 
must  possess  these  qualifications  before  the  broker  is  entitled  to 
demand  that  the  owner  do  anything  in  the  matter.  Adams  r. 
Hall,  168  111.  App.  669. 

The  broker  who  repeated  to  the  seller,  though  in  good  faith, 
with  intent  to  induce  a  sale,  and  with  the  result  of  doing  so,  the 
false  and  ridiculous  statements  of  the  buyer  as  to  his  financial 
responsibility,  is  entitled  to  no  commission.  Bute  v.  Williams, 
162  S.  W.  989,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

Under  a  broker's  contract  entitling  him  to  commissions  ''in 
case  he  effects  a  sale,"  his  right  to  compensation  accrues  when  a 
valid  contract  to  purchase  is  signed,  although  deed  is  not  executed 
and  delivered.    Cain  v.  Masureite,  162  N.  W.  287,  196  Mich.  7. 

Broker  who  brings  to  the  principal  a  purchaser  who  signed  an 
enforcible  contract  to  buy  on  owner's  terms  may  recover  on  con- 
tract his  agreed  compensation,  though  principal  is  unable  or  re- 
fuses to  perform,  or  has  so  misrepresented  the  property  to  broker 
and  purchaser  that  purchaser  does  not  consummate  the  contract. 
Nelson,  Lee  &  Oreen  v.  Daly,  163  N.  Y.  Sup.  788. 

Though  a  purchaser  of  realty  secured  by  a  broker  was  ready 
and  willing  to  make  first  payment  called  for  by  contract  when  due, 
his  readiness  and  willingness  were  not  sufficient,  he  not  having 
made  payment,  nor  offered  to  do  so,  to  entitle  the  broker  to  com- 
mission, which  was  to  be  paid  from  such  first  payment.  Stelsan  v. 
Haigler,  165  P.  265,  —  Colo.  Sup.  — . 

An  unconsummated  loan  is  not  ''negotiated''  when  the  broker 
has  found  a  lender  ready  and  willing  to  advance  the  money,  but 
the  lender  must  also  be  able  to  advance  the  money.  Cameron  v. 
Ayres,  166  P.  801,  —  Cal.  Sup.  — . 

Where  purchaser  procured  by  broker  was  without  ready  cash, 
but  was  promised  a  sufficient  loan  from  persons  who  had  the 
money  wherewith  to  make  it,  he  was  ready,  willing  and  able  to 
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jmrchase  the  property  for  cash.    Webert  r.  Roberts,  179  N.  W. 
241,  —  Mich.  Sup.  — . 

Sec.  466.    Finding  a  purchaser. 

In  the  absence  of  a  special  contract  a  broker  was  not  entitled 
to  a  commission  on  merely  bringing  a  purchaser  who  was  ready, 
willing  and  able  to  pay  the  price  demanded,  where  no  sale  was 
made  because  of  a  disagreement  as  to  when  the  transfer  sliould 
take  place.  Haase  v.  Schneider,  98  N.  Y.  S.  587,  112  App. 
Div.  336.    See  also  Sec.  541. 

In  an  action  for  services  in  selling  an  estate  for  defendant, 
where  he  did  not  know  till  after  the  sale  that  plaintiff  had 
done  anything  to  aid  it,  circumstances  held  to  warrant  a  deci- 
sion that  there  was  evidence  for  the  jury  of  a  continuing  offer, 
of  an  acceptance,  and  of  performance  by  the  plaintiff  of  the 
contract  to  obtain  a  purchaser.  Barnstein  v.  Lau^,  104  Mass. 
214;  Siorer  v.  Markley,  164  Ind.  535,  73  N.  B.  1081. 

Where  a  broker  did  not  find  a  purchaser  at  the  request  of  the 
owner,  and  submit  the  purchaser's  offer,  at  his  request,  to  the 
owner,  he  is  not  entitled  to  a  commission  from  the  owner.  John 
V.  Thrower,  75  S.  E.  819,  11  Ga.  App.  494. 

A  broker  is  entitled  to  his  commission  when  he  has  found 
a  purchaser  or  a  lender,  as  the  case  may  be,  ready,  able  and 
willing  to  purchase  the  property  or  to  lend  the  money,  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  terms  proposed  by  the  principal.  Eggland 
v.  South  (S.  D.  Sup.  '08),  118  N.  W.  719;  Beckley  v.  Newton, 
140  HI.  App.  301;  MunsonY.  Carlstrom  (Iowa  Sup.  '09),  119  N. 
W.  606 ;  Mutchnick  v.  Davis,  114  N.  Y.  S.  997 ;  Little  v.  Her- 
zinger,  34  Utah,  337,  97  P.  639;  Caruthers  v.  Beeser,  134  111. 
App.  370;  Masterson  v.  Knight,  135  lU.  App.  548;  Olover  v. 
Duffy,  112  N.  Y.  S.  1099;  Hutto  v.  Strigh,  157  Ala.  566,  47 
So.  1031;  Peach  River  Lumber  Co.  v.  Montgomery,  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.  '08),  115  S.  W.  87;  Sotsky  v.  Ginsberg,  114  N.  Y.  S.  114; 
Smith  V.  Sharp  (Ala.  Sup.  '09),  50  S.  381;  Beougher  v.  Clark, 
106  P.  39,  81  Kan.  250,  27  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  198;  Knisely  v. 
Leath,  166  S.  W.  207,  256  Mo.  341,  178  S.  W.  453;  Moore  v. 
Moss,  176  S.  W.  1195,  117  Ark.  593;  Root  v.  Barbour,  118  P. 
968,  51  Colo.  399;  Stevens  v.  Bacher,  141  S.  W.  1143,  162  Mo. 
App.  284;  Ault  v.  RobeHs,  143  P.  1140,  44  Okl.  143,  rev.  judg. 
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on  re,  130  P.  632 ;  Bellis  v.  Hann  <£  Kendall  l^'H  S.  W.  427,  — 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ;  Shaw  v.  Faires,  166  S.  W.  601,  —  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  — ;  Eichoff  v.  Russell  149  P.  146,  46  Okl.  312;  0.  L.  &  JET. 
J.  dross  V.  Tillinghosl  86  A.  721,  36  S.  I.  298;  Robertson  y. 
Allen,  184  P.  372,  107  C.  C.  A.  264;  Notkins  v.  Poshalinsky,  76 
A.  1104,  83  Conn.  468,  20  Ann.  Cas.  1023;  Smith  v.  Tatum,  79 
S.  B.  776,  140  Ga.  719 ;  Phillips  v.  Brown,  12o'  P.  464,  21  Idaho, 
62;  Barney  v.  Tazoo  Delta  Land  Co.,  101  N.  E.  96,  179  Ind.  337; 
Avery  v.  HoweU,  137  P.  785,  91  Kan.  297;  Phillips'  Ex'r  v.  Rudy, 
143  S.  W.  397,  146  Ky.  780;  Oore  v.  Griffith  Realty  Co.,  169  S. 
W.  685,  160  Ky.  241;  Miller  v.  Haddock,  82  A.  701,  109  Me.  98; 
Wheeler  v.  Lawler,  110  N.  E.  273,  222  Mass.  210;  Armstrong  v. 
Martin,  137  K  W.  143,  171  Mich.  291;  Blakeslee  v.  Peabody,  147 
N".  W.  670,  180  Mich.  408 ;  Lanx  v.  Hoge^  123  P.  949,  46  Mont. 
445;  Rauchwanger  v.  Katzin,  82  A.  510,  82  N.  J.  Law,  339; 
Crutchfield  v.  Webster,  120  P.  615,  31  Okl.  142 ;  Carson  v.  Vance, 
130  P.  946,  36  Okl.  684;  Reynolds  v.  Anderson,  132  P.  322,  37 
Okl.  368,  46  L.  B.  A.  (N.  S.)  144;  Hall  v.  OUon,  114  P.  638,  68 
Or.  464;  McGUvery  v.  Lawrence,  162  N.  W.  698,  36  S.  D.  443; 
Middle  Atl.  ImmL  Co.  v.  Ardan,  78  S.  E.  688,  116  Va.  148;  Wig- 
gins  V.  Wilson,  46  S.  1011,  66  Pla.  346;  McCabe  v.  Jones^  124 
K  W.  486,  141  Wis.  640 ;  Canadian  Imp.  Co.  v.  Cooper,  161  F. 
279,  88  C.  C.  A.  326;  Kelley  v.  Peacock,  76  S.  647,  116  Miss. 
665;  Raleigh  R.  E.  Oo.  v.  Moser,  95  S.  E.  498,  176  N.  C.  256. 
And  in  case  of  a  sale,  when  the  broker  has  procured  an  enforce- 
able contract  of  sale  upon  the  principal's  terms.  Moss  &  Raley  v. 
Wren  (Tex.  Sup.  '08),  113  S.  W.  739. 

A  real  estate  agent  has  only  authority  to  find  a  purchaser  and 
report  him  to  the  owner,  and,  in  the  absence  of  a  special  agree- 
ment to  that  effect,  he  has  no  power  to  conclude  a  sale.  Minto  v. 
Moore,  66  S.  642,  1  Ala.  App.  666;  Dams  v.  Clausen,  57  S.  79, 
2  Ala.  App.  378. 

After  a  broker  has  produced  a  purchaser  who  has  entered  into 
a  contract  of  purchase,  the  fact  that  he  endeavors  to  sell  such 
purchaser  other  property  does  not  constitute  an  abandonment  of 
the  first  transaction  and  deprive  him  of  the  right  to  commissions, 
if  he  has  produced  a  purchaser  ready,  able  and  willing  to  pur- 
chase.   Cowan  V.  Day,  166  HI.  App.  105. 
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To  entitle  broker  to  commission^  the  purchaser  procured  must 
actually  purchase  upon  the  terms  agreed,  unless  his  failure  to  do 
so  is  caused  by  the  vendor's  fault.  Moore  y.  Councilman,  81  A. 
122,  115  Md.  629. 

Agent  does  not  have  to  produce  a  purchaser  ^^own''  to  seller 
to  be  able,  ready  and  willing  to  execute  a  contract.  Smith  v. 
Sharp  R.  E.  Co.,  77  S.  40,  —  Ala.  Sup.  — . 

Bealty  broker's  agreement  with  landowner  to  procure  a  cus- 
tomer would  have  been  performed  to  the  extent  that  he,  as  ex- 
clusive agent  to  get  buyer,  might  recover  commissions,  if  land- 
owner had  made  either  an  actual  sale  to  customer  introduced  by 
him,  or  agreement  binding  such  customer  to  buy.  Bruce  v.  Me- 
serve,  117  N.  B.  830,  —  Mass.  Sup.  — . 

A  broker  is  entitled  to  commissions,  having  found  a  purchaser 
ready  and  willing  to  buy  on  authorized  terms,  though  owner  then 
withdrew  property  from  market,  she  having  a  few  days  later 
closed  a  trade  with  such  purchaser  on  such  terms.  Ferguson  v. 
Quick,  78  S.  618,  117  Miss.  692;  judg.  rev.  on  sug.  of  er.,  79 
S.  83. 

Where  broker  took  a  prospective  buyer  to  his  principal,  and  the 
prospective  buyer  decided  that  he  would  not  purchase,  and  there- 
after approached  the  principal  and  entered  into  an  agreement 
with  him  to  furnish  a  purchaser,  and  returning  the  next  day 
with  a  friend  as  purchaser,'  disclosed  that  he  had  been  bargaining 
for  this  friend,  instead  of  himself,  from  the  beginning,  and  a  sale 
was  made,  the  broker  was  entitled  to  his  commission.  Hodges  v. 
Ramsey,  216  S.  W.  668,  —  Mo.  App.  — . 

Arrangement  by  prospective  purchaser  with  a  bank  to  have 
money  paid  to  owner  directly,  on  sale  of  land,  at  a  certain  time 
was,  in  fact,  having  the  actual  money  in  the  bank  as  such  time, 
as  required  by  the  contract  of  sale,  and  would  involve  the  fact 
whether  or  not  the  purchaser  was  ready  at  such  time  to  comply 
with  his  contract,  so  that  brokers  would  be  entitled  to  their  com- 
missions. Dennis  v.  Auirey  dk  Ellis,  220  S.  W.  471,  —  Ark. 
Sup.  — . 

Where  broker's  claim  to  a  commission  rests  merely  on  his  find- 
ing a  purchaser,  and  not  upon  efforts  whereby  the  purchaser  was 
induced  to  make  the  purchase,  the  act  of  the  broker  must  be  the 
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foundation  of  the  negotiations  between  the  purchaser  and  the 
seller.    Low  v.  Paddock,  220  S.  W.  969,  —  Mo.  App.  — . 

Beal  estate  broker  held  entitled  to  commissions  for  procuring 
a  purchaser  for  defendant's  realty,  irrespective  of  his  agreement, 
unsupported  by  consideration,  to  postpone  his  right  thereto  until 
price  was  paid  by  buyer.  Bernstein  v.  Fulson  Realty  Co.,  152  N. 
Y.  Supp.  995. 

Seadiness  and  willingness  of  the  prospective  purchaser  to  buy 
does  not  establish  a  broker's  right  to  compensation  for  producing 
him;  entry,  or  offer  to  enter,  into  a  binding  contract  with  the 
vendor,  being  essential.  Massie  v.  Chatom,  127  P.  56,  163  Cal. 
772. 

To  entitle  a  broker  to  recover  on  a  contract  by  an  owner  of 
land  to  pay  him  a  commission  for  making  a  sale  of  the  land  at 
a  stated  price,  he  must  have  fulfilled  the  contract  by  procuring 
a  purchaser  to  whom  a  sale  is  made  at  such  price,  or  who  is  will- 
ing and  able  to  pay  it,  and  it  is  not  suflBcient  to  procure  one 
with  whom  the  owner  makes  an  exchange  of  lands,  Payseno  v. 
Swensen,  178  F.  999. 

A  broker  to  recover  commissions  must  either  show  a  sale  made 
to  the  purchaser  procured  by  him,  or  that  the  purchaser  was  able 
and  willing  to  buy,  and  that  failure  to  sell  was  through  no  fault 
of  the  broker  or  customer.  Carrington  v.  Graves,  89  A.  237,  121 
Md.  567 ;  Stevenson  v.  Bannan,  84  A.  447,  235  Pa.  612 ;  Speer  v. 
Benedum-Trees  Oil  Co.,  86  A.  695,  239  Pa.  180;  S.  V.  Thompson 
Co.  V.  Goldman,  51  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  632. 

If  a  broker  who  has  an  exclusive  agency  to  sell  not  coupled 
with  an  interest,  before  notice  or  knowledge  of  a  sale  by  owner, 
has  performed  his  part  of  the  contract  in  good  faith  by  procur- 
ing a  purchaser  on  terms  fixed  by  the  owner,  the  owner  is  liable 
to  the  broker  for  the  stipulated  commissions.  Stoats  v.  MengeU 
sen,  180  N.  W.  78,  —  Neb.  Sup.  — . 

In  a  broker's  action  for  commission  for  finding  a  purchaser 
ready,  able  and  willing  to  buy,  it  was  immaterial  that  the  owner's 
agent  closed  the  sale  on  terms  not  precisely  as  prescribed  by  the 
owner,  when  the  owner  refused  to  sell  the  property  to  the  pur- 
chaser found  by  the  agent  solely  because  he  had  made  a  prema- 
ture sale  to  another  purchaser,  and  not  because  of  a  variance  in 
the  terms  of  sale.  Moore  v.  Oould,  193  P.  1057,  —  Kan.  Sup.  — . 
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A  broker  taking  a  prospective  pxirchaser  to  owner  of  land  with 
no  authority  from*  the  owner  was  not  entitled  to  a  commission, 
where  a  sale  was  agreed  on  but  none  consummated.  Meachem  v. 
Baker,  226  S.  W.  967,  —  Mo.  Sup.  — . 

Sec.  466.    Gratiuties. 

Without  an  express  contract  providing  therefor,  a  broker  is 
not  entitled  to  a  commission  for  rendering  a  service  for  which, 
by  the  local  custom,  no  charge  is  made.  Convey  v.  Hoover, 
10  La.  Ann.  437. 

It  was  proper  to  instruct  the  jury  that  defendants  were  lia- 
ble for  the  value  of  plaintiff's  services,  if  they  were  of  such 
a  character  and  rendered  under  such  circumstances  as  would 
indicate  to  a  reasonably  intelligent  business  man,  that  they 
were  not  performed  gratuitously,  and  that  compensation  was 
expected,  the  instruction  not  assuming  that  plaintiff  had  ren- 
dered all  the  services  for  which  he  asked  compensation.  Miller 
V.  Early,  22  Ky.  L.  B.  825,  58  S.  W.  789.  Whether  a  broker's 
services  were  rendered  with  expectation  of  reward  is  a  ques- 
tion for  the  jury.  Armstrong  v.  Ft.  Edward,  159  N.  Y.  315, 
53  N.  E.  1116 ;  Darling  v.  Howe,  14  N.  Y.  S.  561,  60  Hun,  578. 
Where  an  agent  informed  his  principal  that  he  should  charge 
no  commissions  for  his  services,  he  was  held  to  be  precluded 
from  charging  commissions  during  the  life  of  the  principal, 
though  the  principal  had  recognized  the  agent's  right  to  com- 
missions. Higginson  v.  Fabre,  3  Desau.  (S.  C.)  89.  Volun- 
tary services  by  a  broker  are  mere  gratuities.    See  Mechem  on 

Ag.  Sec.  600;  also  Sec.  443. 

If  plaintiff  brokers  were  not  agents  of  lessee,  but  were  acting 
for  defendant  lessor,  who  had  knowledge  of  and  received  benefits 
of  services  rendered  in  inducing  lessee  to  lease  property,  defendant 
would  be  liable,  unless  the  dealing  he  had  with  plaintiffs,  and 
the  services  performed  by  the  latter  were  not  such  as  would  lead 
a  person  of  ordinary  understanding,  under  like  circumstances,  to 
believe  that  plaintiffs  were  acting  for  defendant  and  expecting  to 
be  paid  therefor.    Davis  v.  Oeiger,  212  S.  W.  384,  —  Mo.  App.  — . 
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Seo.  407.    Ckx>d8  exchanged  for  land. 

Defendant  agreed  to  pay  plaintiff  a  commission  for  finding 
a  purchaser  with  whom  he  could  exchange  his  stock  of  goods 
for  land,  and  the  plaintiff  secured  a  contract  with  P.  to  ex- 
change a  certain  tract  of  land  for  defendant's  stock  of  goods, 
but,  hy  a  mistake  of  P.,  the  land  described  in  the  contract  was 
not  owned  by  him ;  it  did  not  appear  that  defendant  was  aware 
of  the  mistake.  Held,  that  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  a  com- 
mission.   Snyder  v.  Fidler,  135  Iowa,  304,  112  N.  W.  546. 

Sec.  468.    Broker  entitled  to  commission  in  stock  of  insurance 
company 

A  broker  was  employed  to  procure  a  purchaser  of  a  farm 
for  an  agreed  conmiission;  he  found  a  purchaser  who  pur- 
chased the  farm  and  paid  for  it  in  the  stock  of  an  insurance 
company;  the  owner  agreed  to  transfer  to  the  broker  shares 
of  such  stock,  but  failed  to  do  so.  Held,  that  the  broker  was 
entitled  to  recover  the  agreed  commission.  Rider  v.  PeU,  51 
N.  Y.  669.    See  also  Sec.  377.   Compare  Sec.  480. 

Sec.  469.    Broker  entitled  to  commissions  where  sale  was  en- 
joined. 

An  agent  who,  under  a  contract,  produced  a  person  able 
and  willing  to  purchase  real  estate  is  entitled  to  his  commis- 
sions, although  the  sale  is  afterwards  enjoined.  Oibson  v. 
Gray,  17  Tex.  Civ.  App.  646,  43  S.  W.  922.    See  also  Sec.  473. 

Sec.  470.    When  broker  is  not  entitled  to  full  commission 
until  price  paid. 

Where  the  purchase  money  of  a  mine  was  payable  in  in- 
stallments, and  the  broker's  commissions  were  to  be  deducted 
from  each  installment  as  paid,  it  is  error  to  render  judgment 
for  the  full  amount  of  commissions  before  all  the  installments 
have  been  paid.  Oorham  v.  Heiman,  90  Cal.  346,  27  P.  289; 
Coate  V.  Locust  Pt  Co.,  102  Md.  291,  162  A.  625 ;  Eartman  v. 
Selling,  189  P.  887,  —  Or.  Sup.  — ;  Arnold  v.  La  Bell  Oil  Co., 
190  P.  816,  —  Cal.  App.  — .    See  also  Sees.  297,  670. 

If  the  owner  provided  that  he  shall  receive  a  certain  sum  be- 
fore the  broker  is  entitled  to  any  commissions,  the  broker  must 
complete  the  sale,  and  the  owner  must  realize  such  specified  sum 
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before  the  broker  can  recover  anything  by  way  of  commissions. 
Nudelman  y.  Wildes,  100  111.  App.  134. 

See.  471.   Broker  not  informing  prineipal  of  onstomer  defeats 
commissions. 

A  real  estate  agent  who  fails  to  induce  a  customer  to  pay 
the  price  of  land  demanded  by  the  owner,  but  predicts  that 
he  will  ultimately  pay  the  price,  is  not  entitled  to  commissions 
where  the  owner  afterwards  sells  the  lands  to  others  for  stich 
price,  without  knowing  that  it  was  actually  purchased  for  the 
customer,  the  court  holding  that  the  broker  was  not  the  procur- 
ing cause  of  the  sale.  Ooldsiein  v.  Walters,  7  N.  Y.  S.  756,  8  N. 
Y.  S.  957,  15  Daly,  397;  Sandon  &  Huso  v.  Ersenhus,  168  N.  W. 
801,  —  Iowa  Sup.  — ;  Haggart  v.  King,  190  P.  763,  —  Kan. 
Sup.  — .    See  also  Sees.  235,  312,  431.    Compare  Sec.  799. 

Sec.  472.    Knowledge  by  broker  that  principal  owns  but  part 

of  the  property  offered,  does  not  defeat  his  commissions. 

A  broker's  right  to  commissions  for  procuring  a  purchaser 

for  land  under  an  agreement  therefor,  is  not  affected  by  the 

fact  that  he  knew  the  principal  had  title  to  only  five-sixths  of 

the  land.    Martin  v.  Ede,  103  Cal.  157,  37  P.  199. 

Sec.  473.    Litigation  instituted  by  third  persons  does  not  de- 
feat the  broker's  right  to  commissions. 

A  broker  is  entitled  to  commissions  where  a  purchaser  was 
obtained  through  his  agency,  the  agreement  for  sale  and  pur- 
chase being  complete,  and  only  prevented  from  consummation 
by  litigation  instituted  by  third  persons.  Moore* s  Est,,  9  Pa. 
Dist.  B.  675.    See  also  Sec.  469. 

Sec.  474.    Methods  of  earning  .commissions  by  broker. 

There  are  at  least  three  different  methods  of  earning  com- 
missions under  an  agency  for  the  sale  of  real  estate  (1)  by 
effecting  a  binding  contract  of  sale,  under  authority  given  to 
the  agent  to  make  a  contract  for  the  principal;  (2)  by  produc- 
ing a  purchaser  to  whom  a  sale  is  in  fact  made,  and  (3)  by 
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producing  a  purchaser  ready,  willing  and  able  to  buy  on  the 
terms  specified  in  the  agency  agreement.  McDermott  v.  Ma- 
honey,  139  Iowa,  !^92,  115  N.  W.  32. 

Sec.  474a.    A  broker  employed  to  sell  real  estate  is  not  re- 
qtured  to  prepare  a  contract  of  purchase. 

A  broker  employed  to  sell  real  estate  is  not  required  to 
prepare  a  contract  of  purchase.  Brackenridge  v.  Claridge,  42 
S.  W.  1005,  91  Tex.  527;  O'Connell  v.  Casey,  92  N.  E.  804,  206 
Mass.  520. 

Sec.  475.    Broker  who  merely  brings  the  parties  together  is 
a  middleman,  and  may  recover  from  each. 

If  the  broker  merely  brings  together  two  parties  who  desire 
to  exchange  or  sell  their  lands,  and  his  employment  then  ends, 
and  the  parties  themselves  settle  the  terms  of  the  transaction, 
he  is  a  mere  middleman,  and  may  recover  from  each  party,  if 
each  has  agreed  to  pay  him.  Clark  v.  Allen,  125  Cal.  276,  57 
P.  985;  Oreen  v.  Robertson,  64  Cal.  75;  Manders  v.  Croft,  3 
Colo.  App.  236,  32  P.  836 ;  Cox  v.  Haun,  127  Ind.  325,  26  N.  E. 
822;  Mvller  v.  Kutzleb,  7  Bush.  (Ky.)  253;  Dolph  v.  Wain- 
scott,  14  Ky.  L.  R,  (abst.)  304:  Montrose  v.  Eddy,  94  lilich. 
100,  53  N.  W.  916;  Ranney  v.  Donovan,  78  Mich.  318,  44  N, 
W.  276 ;  Child  V.  Ptomey,  17  Mont.  502,  43  P.  714 ;  Norton  v. 
Oenesse  Nat.  Sav.,  etc.,  Ass'n,  68  N.  Y.  S.  32,  57  A.  D.  520; 
Enaus  v.  Gottfried  Krueger  Brewing  Co.,  142  N.  Y.  70,  36  N. 
E.  867;  Siegel  v.  Gould,  7  Lans.  (N.  Y.^  177;  Pollatschiek  v. 
Goodwin,  40  N.  Y.  S.  682,  17  Misc.  587,  75  St.  86 ;  BonweU  v. 
Auld,  29  N.  Y.  S.  15,  9  Misc.  65 ;  Jarvis  v.  Schaefer,  105  N.  Y. 
289,  11  N.  E.  634;  Bolheimer  v.  Richardt,  55  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.) 
414 ;  Eaviland  v.  Price,  26  N.  Y.  S.  757,  6  Misc.  372 ;  Collins 
V.  Fowler,  8  Mo.  App.  588;  Orton  v.  Schofield,  61  Wis.  382; 
McClure  v.  Luke,  154  Fed.  647;  Bass  v.  Talbert  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.  '08),  112  S.  W.  1077;  Ross  v.  Carr  (N.  M.  Sup.  ^09), 
103  P.  307;  Grasinger  v.  Lucas  (S.  D.  Sup.  '09),  123  N.  W. 
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77;  Siernberger  v.  Young  (N.  J.  Eq.  '10),  75  A.  807.  See  also 
Sees.  557,  578. 

Real  estate  brokers  are  "middlemen*'  in  respect  to  a  sale  of 
property  only  where  they  merely  bring  the  parties  together  to 
deal  for  themselves,  standing  indifferently  between  them,  they  hav- 
ing undertaken  to  act  as  agent  for  neither.  Oeddes  v.  Van  Rhee, 
148  N.  W.  549,  126  Minn.  517. 

A  broker,  when  acting  as  a  middleman,  simply  undertakes  to 
bring  the  parties  together,  and  does  not  negotiate  for  either,  and 
may  make  a  contract  to  receive  a  commission  from  both,  with  or 
without  the  other's  consent.  Clopton  v.  Godfrey,  139  N.  W.  893, 
158  Iowa,  376;  Silherkraus  v.  Winnie,  142  N.  Y.  Supp.  887,  158 
App.  Div.  50;  Langford  v.  Issenhuth,  134  N.  W.  889,  28  S.  D. 
451;  Jordan  v.  Anderson,  155  N.  W.  769,  36  S.  D.  508;  Leake  v. 
Scaief,  140  S.  W.  814,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ;  T.  A.  Bill  &  Son 
V.  Patton  &  Schwartz,  160  S.  W.  1155,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ; 
Peters  v.  Riley,  81  S.  E.  530,  73  W.  Va.  785;  Litts  v.  Morse,  130 
N.  W.  460,  145  Wis.  472;  King  v.  Reed,  141  P.  41,  24  Cal. 
App.  229. 

A  party  claiming  commissions  who  was  not  a  real  estate  broker, 
but  a  mere  middleman,  in  view  of  his  undertaking  being  to  ob- 
tain a  certain  price  specified  by  the  owner,  was  under  no  obliga- 
tion to  undertake  to  obtain  a  higher  price,  and  even  if,  without 
the  knowledge  of  the  owner,  he  arransred  to  receive  a  commission 
from  both  sides,  he  was,  notwithstanding,  entitled  to  recover  his 
compensation  for  effecting  the  transaction.  Jones  v.  Mo.  Lumber 
&  Mining  Co.,  166  111.  App.  266. 

One  employed  merely  to  bring  together  persons  desirous  to 
exchange  property,  or  sell  and  buy,  is  a  "middleman,**  agent  for 
neither,  and  entitled  to  receive  commissions  from  both.  Tracey 
V.  BlaJce,  118  N.  E.  271,  229  Mass.  57. 

Where  a  real  estate  broker  acts  as  middleman  in  bringing  to- 
gether two  parties,  and  has  made  no  agreement  as  to  commis- 
sions, he  is  entitled  to  receive  a  commission  from  the  purchaser, 
though  he  has  already  received  one  equal  to  the  amount  claimed 
from  the  seller  subsequent  to  the  completion  of  the  transaction. 
Spiess  V.  Ford,  71  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  210. 
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Quaere  T  Whether  one  who  acts,  as  middleman,  merely  bring- 
ing the  vendor  and  vendee  together  to  make  their  own  contract, 
without  aid,  advice  to  or  interference  on  behalf  of,  either,  may 
recover  compensation  from  both,  without  knowledge  by  one 
of  such  arrangement  with  the  other.  Harten  v.  Loeffler,  31 
App.  D.  C.  362.    Compare  Sec.  578. 

Sec.  476.    Sale  of  mine  by  broker,  not  within  description,  not 
entitled  to  commissions. 

An  agreement  providing  that  defendant  should  pay  the 
plaintiff  a  certain  commission  on  any  sale  made  through  him, 
or  to  pay  the  same  percentage  ''on  any  sale  made  through  a 
certain  bond  or  agreement  made  with  Robert  Hennegan  of  this 
city,  on  certain  mining  property  in  said  agreement  in  Ures 
District,  State  of  Sonora,  Mexico/'  does  not  provide  for  com- 
missions on  a  sale  made  through  plaintiff  of  mines  situated  in 
the  District  of  Arispe.  Wulff  v.  Lindsay,  8  Ariz.  168,  71  P.  963 ; 
Oillespie  v.  Rosenbaum,  173  N.  Y.  Sup.  429.  See  also  Sees.  59, 
181.    Compare  Sec.  650. 

Sec.  476ai.    Broker  not  performing  contract  who  prodnces 
contract  to  buy  asking  for  abstract  additionaL 

An  agreement  by  a  purchaser  to  purchase  if  abstracts  showed 
title  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  purchasers  therein,  is  not  a  per- 
formance of  the  broker's  agreement  to  sell,  specifying  the  terms, 
which  made  no  reference  to  abstracts.  Weifbrec  v.  Morris,  163 
P.  1119,  —  Colo.  Sup.  — . 

Sec.  477.    Modification  of  contract^  not  assented  to  by  broker, 
doe9  not  affect  commissions. 

Defendant's  agreement  to  pay  plaintiff  a  certain  amount 
for  furnishing  a  purchaser  for  land  is  not  revoked  by  de- 
fendant's statement  to  plaintiff,  after  furnishing  the  name  of 
one  who  afterwards  became  a  purchaser,  that  he  would  pay 
no  commission  to  any  agent  on  a  sale  of  the  land  unless  a 
certain  price  was  obtained,  the  plaintiff  not  having  assented 


0OMMI88ION  AND  00HPBN8ATI0K  OF  AGENTS.  443 

to  the  modification.  Burd  v.  Webster,  128  Wis.  118,  107  N*. 
W.  23;  Odell  v.  Dozier,  104  Oa.  203,  30  S.  E.  813;  Levistone 
y.  Landreux,  6  La.  Ann.  26;  Olade  v.  Eastern  III  Min.  Co., 
129  Mo.  App.  443,  107  S.  W.  1002 ;  Cody  v.  Dempsey,  83  N.  Y. 
S.  899,  86  App.  Div.  335;  Mottos  v.  Engle,  15  S.  D.  330,  89 
N.  W.  651 ;  Mark  v.  Elliott,  90  N.  T.  S.  331 ;  Blair  v.  Blosson, 
27  Tex.  Civ.  App.  403,  66  S.  W.  112;  Bishop  v.  Averill,  17 
Wash.  209,  49  P.  237,  50  P.  1024;  Heimberger  v.  Budd,  138  N. 
W.  374,  30  S.  D.  289 ;  Malloy  v.  Interstate  Inv.  Co.,  114  P.  167, 
62  Wash.  487;  Arnold  v.  Schmeidler,  129  N.  Y.  Sup.  408,  144 
App.  Div.  420;  U.  8.  Farm  Loan  Co.  v.  Darter,  183  P.  696,  — 
Cal.  App.  — .    See  also  Sees.  61,  485. 

8eo.  477a.    When  told  of  profpeottre  pnrohaaer  by  broker, 
owner  may  then  raise  the  price. 

When  land  was  listed  with  broker  at  a  certain  net  price,  and 
broker  showed  the  land  one  morning  to  a  party  who  showed  an 
interest  at  the  listed  price,  and  made  an  appointment  to  return 
in  the  afternoon,  and  broker  then  told  owner  that  he  had  a  pros- 
pective purchaser,  the  owner  had  the  right  to  raise  the  price  at 
said  time.    McLafferty  v.  Payne,  215  S.  W.  680,  —  Ark.  Sup.  — . 

8ec.  478.   Modification  of  contract  by  owner  in  broker's  pres- 
ence did  not  affect  commissions. 

The  fact  that  the  terms  of  a  sale  of  realty,  as  stated  to  the 
broker,  were  modified  by  the  owners  as  to  the  commissions,  in  the 
broker's  presence,  and  the  purchaser's  proposal  as  to  the  method 
of  payment,  would  not  relieve  the  owner  from  liability  for  com- 
missions. Huntmer  v.  Arent,  16  S.  D.  465,  93  N.  W.  653;  Parks 
V.  Sullivan,  152  S.  W.  704,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ;  Stout  v.  Thorn- 
hill,  79  S.  154,  —  Ala.  App.  — .    See  also  Sec.  51. 

Bee  479.     Modification  of  contract  by  broker  performinjf 
other  services  modifies  right  to  commissions. 

Where  a  broker's  duty  is  not  merely  to  procure  a  purchaser, 
but  to  perform  some  other  agreed  services,  within  a  reasonable 
time  or  within  a  limited  time,  the  general  rule  as  to  what  is  re- 
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quired  of  him  to  be  entitled  to  his  commissions  is  modified  accord- 
ingly.   Phinzy  v.  Bush,  129  Ga.  479,  69  S.  E.  259. 

Sec.  479a.    Owner  must  satisfy  broker's  right  to  comniission 
in  the  one  of  two  methods  left  to  exercise. 

Where  a  contract  for  a  real  estate  agent's  commission  reserved 
to  the  principal  a  choice  between  two  methods  of  satisfaction,  and 
he  disables  himself  from  adopting  one,  he  must  adopt  the  other. 
Avery  v.  Nichols,  153  P.  557,  96  Kan.  777. 

Sec.  480.    Broker  agreeing  to  accept  corporate  stock  for  com- 
missions, not  entitled  to  recover  in  money. 

Where,  by  the  contract  in  regard  to  a  sale  of  property,  a 
broker  arranges  with  all  the  parties  that  the  compensation  shall 
be  paid  in  certain  stock  of  a  company  to  be  formed  by  him 
and  others  to  buy  the  land,  he  can  not  hold  the  vendors  re- 
sponsible for  the  amount  of  such  compensation.  Bowles  v. 
Allen  (Va.  Sup.),  21  S.  E.  665.    Compare  Sec.  468. 

Sec.  481.    Net  price  to  owner,   does  not  entitle  broker  to 
excess. 

A  real  estate  broker  to  sell  land  for  a  certain  net  price  is 
not  entitled,  in  the  absence  of  a  contract  therefor,  to  the  ex- 
cess over  such  price  that  he  may  obtain  for  the  land.  Snow 
V.  McFarlane,  51  111.  App.  448;  Turnley  v.  Michael  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.  '91),  15  S.  W.  912;  Wolf  grain  c.  Dill,  166  N".  W.  309,  — 
S.  D.  — .  Compare  Deming  Inv.  Co.  v.  Meyer  (Okla.  '07),  91 
P.  846.    See  also  Sec.  456. 

And  where  a  broker  was  authorized  to  sell  land  for  $3  per  acre 
net  to  the  owner,  and  was  offered  $3.50  by  a  purchaser,  who  sub- 
sequently bought  the  land  of  the  owner,  without  the  broker's  in- 
termediation, the  broker  could  not  recover  fifty  cents  per  acre 
from  the  purchaser,  but  his  action  was  against  the  owner,  as  it 
was  his  duty  to  sell  for  the  best  price  obtainable,  and  account 
to  the  owner  therefor,  less  a  reasonable  compensation.  Boysen  v. 
Robertson,  70  Ark.  56,  68  S.  W.  243. 
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Sec.  482.    Net  price  to  owner,  broker  selling  thereat  not  en- 
titled to  any  commission. 

A  broker  was  orally  employed  to  procure  a  purcbaser  of  a 
farm  within  five  days,  at  a  price  which  should  net  the  owner 
$11,000  and  the  broker  $875;  thereafter  the  broker  stated  in 
writing  that  any  arrangement  made  by  his  agent  and  tho  own- 
er would  be  satisfactory;  that  he  would  have  persons  look  at 
the  farm  before  the  expiration  of  the  five  days,  and  that  any 
arrangement  should  be  made  in  writing;  the  owner  wrote  that 
he  would  give  the  broker  "a  price  of  $11,000  on"  the  farm 
for  ten  days,  "reserving  the  privilege  to  sell  to  others;*'  the 
broker  sent  his  agent  to  the  owner,  with  a  writing,  for  the 
purpose  of  making  sure  of  a  commission  if  the  sale  was  made. 

Held,  that  the  written  contract  agreed  to  by  the  broker,  and 
the  owner's  written  statement,  which  superseded  the  oral  con- 
tract, conferred  on  the  broker  the  right  to  sell  the  farm  at  a 
sum  which  would  give  the  owner  $11,000,  and  on  the  owner 
the  right  to  sell  it  to  any  purchaser  not  procured  by  the  bro- 
ker, and  authorized  a  sale  to  a  purchaser  procured  by  the  bro- 
ker for  as  low  a  price  as  $11,000,  if  the  broker's  agent  in  charge 
of  the  transaction  was  willing  to  do  it,  unless  the  owner  knew 
that  the  agent  was  acting  contrary  to  his  instructions.  Haven 
V.  Tartar,  124  Mo.  App.  691,  102  S.  W.  21 ;  Babcock  v.  Merritt, 
1  Colo.  App.  84,  27  P.  882 ;  Rees  v.  Spruance,  45  111.  308 ;  Bur- 
nett V.  Betts,  236  111.  499,  86  N.  E.  258 ;  Sanger  v.  Wilson,  52 
111.  App.  117;  Antisdell  v.  Canfield,  119  Mich.  229,  77  N.  W. 
944 ;  WiUiams  v.  McGraw,  52  Mich.  480,  18  N.  W.  227 ;  Holcomb 
V.  Stafford,  102  Minn.  233,  113  N.  W.  449 ;  Beatty  v.  Russell, 
41  Neb.  321,  59  N.  W.  919 ;  Holbrook  v.  Inv.  Co.,  30  Ore.  259, 
47  P.  920;  Ames  v.  Lament,  107  Wis.  531,  83  N.  W.  780;  Wol- 
verton  v.  Tutile,  61  Ore.  501,  94  P.  961;  White  v.  Oaida,  168 
S.  W.  473,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ;  Oilmore  v.  Bolio,  131  N.  W. 
106,  165  Mich.  633,  34  L.  B.  A.  (K  S.)  1050;  Ciss  v.  OaJes,  163 
S.  W.  1088,  168  Mo.  App.  282.    See  also  Sees.  456,  560. 

In  some  •jurisdictions,  in  such  case  the  broker  is,  nevertheless, 
entitled  to  recover  of  the  owner  a  reasonable  compensation  for 
his  services.  Alexander  v.  Breedon,  14  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  126; 
Aikin  v.  Allan,  14  Manitoba,  549;  Ford  v.  Brown,  120  Cal.  551, 
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52  P.  817.    But  can  not  recover  where  the  sale  is  not  completecL 
SMtle  Land  Co,  v.  Day,  2  Wash.  451,  2K  P.  74. 

An  agreement  for  the  sale  of  real  estate  for  a  net  amount  to 
the  owners,  the  person  making  the  sale  to  have  as  compensation 
what  he  could  get  above  that  amount,  entitled  him  to  .no  compen- 
sation for  making  a  sale  until  the  owners  received  the  net  amount 
stipulated,  unless  a  failure  to  do  so  was  due  to  their  own  fault. 
Burnett  V.  Botts,  236  111.  499,  86  N.  E.  258. 

Where  an  owner  listed  his  land  with  a  broker  at  $80  per  acre 
net  to  the  owner,  and  the  broker  found  a  purchaser  at  $82.50  per 
acre,  and  presented  a  contract  to  the  owner  calling  for  a  price  of 
$80  per  acre,  and  the  owner  signing  it  stated  that  he  was  to  pay 
no  commission,  the  owner,  on  cancelling  the  contract,  with  the 
consent  of  the  purchaser,  was  not  liable  for  commissions.  Mc- 
Carty  v.  Bristow,  145  S.  W.  1029,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

Where  owners  of  a  ranch  listed  it  with  an  agent  for  sale  at 
$35  net  price  per  acre,  the  agent  to  procure  his  commission  out 
of  some  advanced  price,  and  later  told  agent  that  if  he  could  get 
an  offer  of  $35,  commission  might  be  adjusted,  and  agent  did  not 
obtain  such  offer,  and  some  time  later  a  person  who  had  promised 
agent  to  consider  it,  bought  it  directly  from  the  owners  at  that 
price,  the  oivners  were  not  liable  imder  special  contract  to  agent 
for  commission,  where  record  showed  no  bad  faith  or  unfair 
dealing  on  their  part  toward  agent.  Kwrr  v.  Mofeti,  185  P.  890, 
re.  den.  187  P.  683,  —  Kan.  Sup.  — . 


CHAPTER  VII. 


BBCnON. 

483.  Net  price  to  owoer  and  note  for 

ezcefls  to  broker — On  vendor's 
refusal  broker  entitled  to  com- 
miasion. 

484.  Net   price,    broker   entitled   to 

excess  from  first  payment 
made. 

485.  Where  owner  changed  contract 

from  gross  to  net  price  liable 
to  broker  for  commissions. 

486.  Broker's  commissions  computed 

on  actual  sum  received. 

487.  Failing  to  disclose  that  nominal 

is  not  the  real  purchaser  does 
not  defeat  broker's  commis- 
sions. 
487a.  liability  to  broker  for  commis- 
sion depends  upon  real  parties 
to  bargain. 

488.  Broker  entitled  to  commissions 

where  non-performance  of  con- 
tract not  occasioned  by  his 
fault. 

489.  Where    neither    principal    nor 

broker  effecting  sale  had  no- 
tice of  other  broker's  negotia- 
tions he  is  not  entitled  to 
commissions. 
489a.  Direct  sale  by  owner  to  unknown 
broker's  customer  defeats  tat- 
ter's right  to  commission. 

490.  Principal  selling  before  expira- 

tion of  time  given  broker 
without  notice,  broker  entitled 
to  commissions. 
^1.  Reporting  offer  of  $16,000  in- 
stead of  $15,000  did  not  de- 
prive broker  of  commissions. 


SBcnoN. 

492.  Oral  contract  to  sen  land  followed 

by  written  contract  entitled 
broker  to  conmussions. 

492a.  Specific  supersedes  prior  indef- 
inite contract  of  agency. 

492b.  Parol  contract  cannot  take  prop- 
erty out  of  hands  of  broker 
held  under  written  one. 

492c.  Broker's  specific  written  con- 
tract supersedes  ordinary  rule 
as  to  payment  of  conmussions. 

493.  Broker  entitled  to  commissions 

for  sale  of  four  houses,  not 
entitled  to  proportionate 
amount  for  one. 
493a.  Broker  entitled  to  oonmiission 
for  sale  of  house  on  install- 
ments. 

494.  Broker  entitled  to  oonunissions 

for  sale  of  lots,  not  entitled  to 
same  rate  for  large  body  of 
land. 

495.  Broker  promised  commissions  for 

selling  part,  entitled  to  the 
same  rate  for  selling  all. 

496.  Broker  who  failed  to  sell  all  en- 

titled to  commissions  on  sale 
of  part  by  owner  to  customer. 

496a.  Broker  employed  to  sell  entire 
tract  of  land  must  do  so  to 
earn  commission. 

496b.  On  owner  wrongfully  terminat- 
ing contract  to  sell  entire  tract, 
broker  entitled  to  value  of 
services  rendered. 

496c.  Selling  in  different  acreage  por- 
tions from  that  prescribed 
barred  broker  of  commission. 
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496d.  Broker  entitled  to  commissions 
when  three-fourths  of  collec- 
tions enough  to  pay  them. 

497.  Share  of  profits  on  sale  through 

sub-agent    not    defeated    by 
unfair  dealing  of  latter. 
497a.  Broker  entitled  to  share  of  profits 
on  resale  of  land  purchased. 

498.  Commissions   payable   on   sale, 

and  not  on  collection  of  de- 
ferred payments. 
498a.  Agreement  by  broker  to  wait  for 
commission  until  owner  sold 
farm,  held  to  mean  for  a  rea- 
sonable time. 

499.  Commissions  are  due  when  con- 

tract is  made  with  purchaser 
produced  by  broker. 

499a.  Broker's  commissions  are  earned 
when  contract  of  exchange  is 
executed. 

499b.  ConmuBsions  not  due  until  ac- 
tual transfer  made. 


SECTION. 

499c.  Owner  who  refused  to  convey 
land  liable  to  broker  for  com- 
mission, though  date  of  settle- 
ment fixed  as  time  of  payment. 

499d.  When  lease  not  executed  broker 
barred  commission  under  his 
contract. 

499e.  Where  contract  provided  pur- 
chaser should  pay  broker's 
commission,  on  owner's  breach, 
latter  not  liable  therefor. 

499f .  Where  broker  guilty  of  fraud  or 
misrepresentation,  defeating 
sale,  not  entitled  to  com- 
mission. 

499g.  Broker  entitled  to  commission, 
although  agreement  contem- 
plated execution  of  a  further 
contract. 

499h.  Although  contract  provided  for 
pajrment  of  conmiissions  as 
purchases  paid,  on  breach 
all  became  due. 


Sec.  483.    Net  price  to  owner  and  note  for  excess  to  brokefi 
on  vendor's  refusal  broker  entitled  to  commissions. 

Defendant  employed  plaintiff  to  effect  a  sale  of  his  land 
so  as  to  yield  $2,500,  plaintiff  to  receive  as  compensation  all 
she  could  obtain  above  that  sum;  she  procured  a  purchaser  for 
$2,880,  $2,500  to  be  paid  to  defendant  in  cash,  and  plaintiff  to  re- 
ceive the  purchaser's  notes,  secured  by  mortgage,  for  the  balance; 
defendant  refused  to  convey.  Held,  that  he  was  liable  to  plaintiff 
for  her  loss.  Canfield  v.  Orange,  13  N.  D.  622,  102  N.  W.  313; 
Foster  v.  Taylor,  44  Wash.  313,  87  P.  358;  Van  Chrder  v. 
Sherman,  81  Iowa,  403,  46  N.  W.  1087 ;  Luhn  v.  Fordtran  (Tex. 
C.  A.  '08),  115  S.  W.  667. 
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Sec.  483a.    Broker  not  entitled  to  commission  when  to  be  paid 
by  purchaser  who  defaulted. 

Owners  of  land  gave  brokers  notes  in  payment  for  services 
payable  only  out  of  the  money  to  be  paid  by  W.,  purchaser,  or 
his  assigns.  The  contract  between  owner  and  purchaser  provided 
that  on  default  of  the  purchaser,  or  a  release  to  the  purchaser, 
forfeited  all  rights.  The  purchaser  defaulted,  and  the  owner 
brought  suit  to  quiet  title,  after  which  the  purchaser  assigned 
his  rights  to  a  corporation  and  the  action  was  dismissed.  The 
corporation,  on  ascertaining  the  forfeiture,  instituted  independent 
negotiations  with  the  owner  and  purchased  the  property.  Held, 
that  the  brokers  were  not  entitled  to  commissions.  Edwards  v. 
Baker,  180  P.  33,  —  Cal.  App.  — . 

Sec.  484.    Net  price,  broker  entitled  to  excess  from  first  pay- 
ment made. 

Where  a  land-owner  employed  a  broker  to  sell  land  on  an 
understanding  that  he  should  have  as  his  commissions  any- 
thing that  could  be  obtained  over  a  si)ecified  price,  the  broker 
was  entitled  to  his  commissions  out  of  the  first  payment  made 
by  the  purchaser.  Yovmg  v.  Buhwedel,  119  Mo.  App.  231,  96 
S.  W.  228.  See  also  Sees.  498^  499. 

Sec.  485.    Where  the  owner  changed  the  contract  from  gross 
to  net  price  liable  to  broker  for  commissions. 

Plaintiflf  procured  a  contract  authorizing  him  to  sell  defend- 
ant's timber  land  on  a  five  per  cent,  commission,  and,  having 
found  a  purchaser,  presented  to  defendant  for  his  signature 
an  option  giving  the  grantee  the  right  to  purchase  in  sixty 
days;  defendant,  before  signing  the  option,  but  without  any 
conversation  with,  the  plaintiff,  changed  the  same  so  as  to  read 
that  the  price  was  ''net  cash"  to  him.  Held,  that  such  altera- 
tion meant  that  the  price  was  net  cash  to  defendant,  as  between 
him  and  the  purchaser,  and  had  no  reference  to  defend€uit's 
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contract  with  plaintiff  for  commissions.    Love  y.  Soatcherd,  146 
Fed  1,  77  C.  C.  A.  1.    See  also  Sec.  477. 

Sec.  486.    Bndcor'g  oommiEsioiui  oompnted  on  actual  amoimt 
received. 

An  agent  who  agreed  to  sell  a  farm  for  two  per  cent,  on 
a  certain  amount,  and  three  per  cent,  on  all  received  in  excess 
of  that  amount,  is  not  entitled  to  commissions  on  the  value  of 
part  of  a  crop  which  he  knew  belonged  to  another,  and  which 
was  deducted  from  the  gross  amount  received.  Barrett  v.  John- 
son, 64  Pa.  St.  223;  Oliver  v.  Little  (Nev.  Sup.  '09),  103  P. 
240;  Weeks  v.  Smith  (N.  J.  Sup.  '10),  76  A.  773;  Bldkeley  v. 
Pursell,  90  N.  T.  S.  337. 

An  agreement  between  two  brokers  to  divide  the  commission 
on  sale  of  certain  lands  means  net  commission,  and  one  of  them 
having  expended  $200  in  making  the  sale  was  entitled  to  a  credit 
for  that  sum  on  the  whole  commission.  Jones  ▼.  Kehoe,  112  P. 
497,  61  Wash.  422. 

Sec  487.   Failing  to  disclose  that  nominal  la  not  the  real  pur- 
chaaer  does  not  defeat  the  broker's  commiasiona. 

A  mere  failure  to  disclose  to  the  principal  that  the  nominal 
purchaser  is  not  the  real  purchaser  does  not  amount  to  a  fraud 
to  deprive  the  broker  of  cosmiissions.  Veasey  v.  Carson,  177 
Mass.  117,  58  N.  E.  177,  53  L.  B.  A.  241.  See  also  Sees.  525, 
452. 

Sec.  487a.    Liability  to  broker  for  commiaaiona  depend!  upon 
the  real  parties  to  the  bargain. 

Liability  to  a  broker  for  commissions  is  not  dependent  upon 
what  parties  formally  entered  into  the  written  contract  of  sale 
offered  to,  or  negotiated  in  by,  the  principal,  but  wholly  upon 
who  constituted  the  "real"  parties  to  the  bargain.  McLaughlin 
V.  Campbell  (N.  J.  Err.  &  App.  '09),  74  A.  530.  See  also  Sec. 
317. 

Sec.  488.    Broker   entitled   to   commiaaiona   where   nonpper- 
f ormance  of  contract  not  occasioned  by  hia  fault 

A  broker  is  entitled  to  a  commission  where  the  customer 
found  by  him  and  the  principal  enter  into  an  enforceable  con- 
tract of  purchase  or  sale,  although  one  or  both  of  the  parties 
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refuse  to  comply  with  the  contract,  and  the  failure  is  not  at- 
tributable to  the  fault  of  the  broker.  Jenkins  y.  Hollingsworih, 
83  111.  App.  139;  Flynn  v.  Jordah  124  Iowa,  457,  100  N.  W. 
326;  Bach  v.  Emrich,  35  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.  548;  Folinsbee  v. 
Sawyer,  36  N.  Y.  S..405,  15  Misc.  293;  Brown  v.  Helmuth,  21 
N.  Y.  S.  615,  2  Misc.  566;  Donokw  v.  Flanagan,  9  N.  Y.  S.  273, 
28  N.  Y.  S.  757;  Larson  v.  Burroughs,  116  N.  Y.  S.  358;  i^'ew^ 
V.  Jerolamon,  75  A.  751,  81  N.  J.  Law,  437;  Stocking  v.  fltt/A, 
141  S.  W.  670,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ;  Ketcham  v.  Axelman,  142 
N.  W.  62,  160  Iowa,  456;  Womack  v.  Douglas,  163  S.  W.  1130, 
157  Ky.  716;  Reasoner  v.  Ta^es,  134  N.  W.  651,  90  Neb.  757; 
Clark  V.  Battaglia,  47  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  290;  /rofw  v.  Snyder,  49 
Pa.  Super.  Ct.  522;  Hamburger  &  Dreyling  v.  Thomas,  126  S. 
W.  660,  103  Tex.  280;  Fleming  v.  Hattan,  142  P.  971,  92  Kan. 
948;  Levy  v.  2?t£n*en  Realty  Co.,  179  S.  W.  679,  den.  re.  178  S. 
W.  984,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ;  Eerrick  v.  Woodam,  127  S.  W. 
391,  143  Mo.  App.  258 ;  Herrick  ▼.  Maness,  127  S.  W.  394,  142 
Mo.  App.  399;  Bell  v.  Stedm^n,  130  N.  W.  257,  88  Neb.  625; 
Koliha  V.  Jonas,  154  N.  W.  556,  98  Neb.  790;  Oreenhlatt  v.  Fox, 
69  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  53;  Wilson  v.  Buck,  162  S.  W.  1018,  —  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  — ;  Stanton  v.  Camahan,  115  P.  339,  15  Cal.  App.  527; 
Valerius  v.  Luhring,  127  N.  W.  112,  87  Neb.  425;  Kinnon  v.  Poc- 
fTflcftig,  133  N.  Y.  Sup.  528 ;  Bledsoe  v.  Lombard,  194  S.  W.  518, 
—  Mo.  App.  — ;  Fuday  v.  Oill,  161  N.  W.  900,  —  Mich.  Sup.  — ; 
Stewart  v.  Bowles,  186  P.  868,  —  Cal.  App.  — ;  Robertson  v. 
Koeltitzky,  217  S.  W.  643,  —  Mo.  App.  — ;  Casey  v.  EaH,  Wal- 
lace &  Co.,  222  S.  W.  Ill,  —  Ky.  Ct.  App.  — ;  Stablein  v.  Qe- 
meinde,  177  N.  W.  810,  —  S.  D.  Sup.  — ;  Morgan  y.  W.  A.  How- 
ard Realty  Co.,  191  P.  114,  —  Colo.  Sup.  — ;  Underwood  v.  Dus- 
kin  dt  Stewart  Realty  Co.,  86  S.  846,  —  Ala.  App.  — ;  Cooper  v. 
Newsom,  224  S.  W.  668,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ;  Chandler  v. 
OaineS'Ferguson  Realty  Co.,  224  S.  W.  484,  —  Ark.  Sup.  — ; 
Oamer  v.  Davis,  226  S.  W.  667,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

Sec  489.  Where  neither  principal  nor  broker  effecting  sale 
had  notice  of  other  broker's  negotiations,  he  is  not  en4 
titled  to  commiasiona. 

Where  neither  the  principal  nor  the  broker  effecting  the  sale 
had  notice  of  former  negotiations  with  the   other  broker  the 
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latter  is  not  entitled  to  a  commission^  especially  where  she  failed 
to  bring  the  buyer  and  seller  to  an  agreement.  Haines  v.  Barney, 
67  N.  Y.  S.  164,  33  Misc.  748 ;  Martin  v.  BUlings,  2  N.  Y,  City 
Ct.  86;  Kifer  v.  Yoder,  198  Pa.  St.  308,  47  A.  674;  Glasscock  y. 
Vanfleet,  100  Tenn.  603,  46  S.  W.  449 ;  Single  v.  Russell,  80  A. 
164,  114  Md.  418.    See  also  Sees.  360,  558. 

There  are  cases  holding  that,  irrespective  of  notice,  the  com- 
mission belongs  to  the  broker  who  is  the  procuring  cause  of  the 
sale.    Scott  v.  Lloyd,  17  Colo.  401,  35  P.  733,  and  Sec.  446. 

Sec.  489a.    Direct  sale  by  owner  to  unknown  tooker's  cob- 
tomer  defeats  latter 's  right  to  commiBsion. 

Under  broker^s  contract  to  find  a  cash  purchaser  of  property, 
price  to  be  determined  by  negotiations  between  owner  and  buyer, 
where  sale  was  made  directly  by  owner,  but  not  on  cash  terms, 
broker  is  not  entitled  to  commission  unless  seller  had  notice  that 
buyer  was  procured  by  him.  Fawley  v.  Sheldon,  163  N.  W.  585, 
—  Iowa  Sup.  — . 

Sec.  490.    Principal  selling  before  ezpiration  of  time  given 
broker,  without  noticCi  broker  entitled  to  commissioiis. 

A  broker  is  entitled  to  commissions  where  the  principal  sells 
before  the  expiration  of  the  agency,  without  giving  the  broker 
notice  of  the  sale.  Woodall  v.  Foster,  91  Tenn.  195,  18  S.  W. 
241 ;  Cadigan  v.  Crahtree,  186  Mass.  7,  70  N.  B.  1033,  66  L.  R. 
A.  982 ;  Retshus-Remer  Land  Co.  v.  Benner,  91  Minn.  401,  98  N. 
W.  186 ;  Payne  v.  Twitchell,  81  A.  350,  81  N.  J.  Law,  193 ;  Mac- 
Bride  V.  Rogers,  85  A.  202,  83  N.  J.  Law,  407.  (This  is  contrary 
to  the  doctrine  that  a  sale  puts  an  end  to  an  agency,  and  if  his 
contract  has  been  violated  the  broker  has  a  right  of  action  for  the 
breach.)     See  Sec.  15. 

Sec.  491.    Reporting  oflTer  of  $16,000  instead  of  $16,000  did 
not  deprive  broker  of  commission. 

The  fact  that  a  broker  reports  to  his  principal  that  an  offer 
of  $16,000  for  the  land  has  been  made  instead  of  $15,000,  does 
not  affect  his  right  to  a  commission  where,  as  a  result  of  his 
negotiations,  a  sale  for  the  smaller  sum  was  made.  Peckham  v. 
Ashhurst,  18  B.  I.  376,  28  A.  357.    See  also  Sees.  215,  502. 
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8eo.  492.    Oral  contract  to  sell  land,  followed  by  written  con- 
tract,  entitles  the  broker  to  commissions. 

Rev.  Stat.  1899,  Sec.  3418,  provides  that  no  contract  for  the 
sale  of  lands  made  by  an  agent  shall  be  binding  on  the  prin- 
cipal tmless  the  agent  is  authorized  in  writing  to  make  the  con- 
tract. Eeld,  that  where  a  land-owner  orally  employed  a  broker 
to  find  a  purchaser,  and  the  broker  made  a  written  contract 
with  the  purchaser,  the  production  thereof  to  the  land-owner 
was  equivalent  to  the  production  of  a  purchaser;  since,  if  the 
owner  had  chosen  to  ratify  the  contract,  it  would  have  been 
binding.  Young  v.  Ruhwedel,  119  Mo.  App.  231,  96  S.  W.  228; 
Dougherty  v.  Smith,  192  S.  W.  1131,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ;  Puf- 
fer V.  Bodley,  181  P.  1,  —  Or.  Sup.  — . 

Sec.  482a.    Specific  contract  supersedes  prior  indefinite  con- 
tract of  agency. 

A  contract  employing  a  broker  to  procure  a  purchased  for  a 
specified  sum  held  to  supersede  a  prior  contract  indefinite  in 
terms.  Arizona  Parrall  Mining  Co.  v.  Forbes,  146  P.  504,  16 
Ariz.  395. 

Sec.  492b.    Parol  contract  can  not  take  property  out  of  hands 
of  broker  held  und^  written  one. 

A  parol  agreement  between  the  owner  and, the  broker  held  to 
preclude  the  taking  of  the  property  out  of  the  hands  of  the  agent 
as  provided  in  a  former  written  instrument.  Shadwich  v.  Smith, 
143  S.  W.  1027,  147  Ky.  159. 

Sec.  482c.    Broker's  specific  written  contract  supersedes  ordi- 
nary rule  as  to  payment  of  commissions. 

Written  agreement  between  a  broker  and  the  owner  as  to  the 
amount  and  payment  of  his  commission;  held,  to  supersede  the 
ordinary  rule  that  a  broker  earns  his  commission  when  he  pro- 
cures the  execution  of  a  valid  agreement  for  sale.  Clark  v.  Hovey, 
105  N.  E.  222,  217  Mass.  485. 
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Boa  483.    Broker  entitled  to  oommuHdons  for  Bale  of  four 
hoiuee,  not  entitled  to  proportionate  amount  for  one. 

Where  a  broker  is  entitled  to  a  commisBion  of  one-fhird  of 
the  excess  above  a  certain  amount  realized  (m  a  sale  of  four 
houses,  he  is  not  entitled  to  a  proportionate  amount  on  the  sale 
of  only  one  house.  Meyer  v.  Haaren,  5  N.  Y.  S.  436,  57  N.  Y, 
Super.  Ct.  574.    Compare  Sec.  495. 

Sec  403a.   Broker  entitled  to  oomminion  for  sale  of  house  on 
installments. 

A  broker  employed  to  sell  a  house  on  installments  is  entitled 
to  his  commission  upon  procuring  one  ready  to  enter  into  an  op- 
tion contract  with  owner,  and  penally  of  forfeiture  in  case  of  non- 
performance, satisfactory  to  the  owner,  even  though  the  purchaser 
failed  to  carry  out  his  option,  that  being  a  risk  run  by  the  owner. 
Robinson  v.  Lowe,  156  S.  W.  51,  169  Mo.  App.  443. 

Plaintiff  held  entitled  to  a  commission  for  procuring  a  house 
for  defendant,  though  the  house  was  bought  by  defendant  and  his 
daughter.    Weiss  v.  Weiss,  154  N,  Y.  Sup.  202. 

Sec  404.    Broker  entitled  to  oommiasions  for  a  sale  of  lots, 
not  entitled  to  same  rate  for  a  large  body  of  the  land. 

A  contract  to  pay  a  certain  commission  on  a  sale  of  lots  at 
a  fixed  price  out  of  a  body  of  land,  does  not  entitle  the  agent 
to  a  commission  at  the  same  rate  for  a  large  body  of  the  land. 
LauisvUle  Bdg.  Ass'n  v.  Hegan,  20  Ky.  L.  R.  1629,  49  S.  W.  796. 

See.  495.    Broker  promised  comniis8i<ms  for  selling  part^  en- 
titled to  the  same  rate  for  selling  alL 

"Where  defendant  agreed  to  pay  plaintiff  for  his  services  one- 
half  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  two  mining  claims,  but  in 
the  sale  of  these,  with  others,  the  interests  are  not  separately 
valued,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  one-half  of  the  entire 
proceeds  of  the  sale,  if  it  is  impossible  to  determine  what  pro- 
portion should  be  credited  to  the  claims  in  which  he  is  inter- 
ested. Huff  V.  Hardwick,  19  Colo.  App.  416,  75  P.  593.  C!om- 
pare  Sec.  493. 
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8ec.  496.    Broker  who  failed  to  sell  all,  entitled  to  cominis- 
sioiis  on  sale  of  part  by  owner  to  his  oiuitomer. 

"Where  a  broker  was  employed  to  sell  a  whole  tract  of  land, 
or  a  part  thereof,  and  after  negotiating  the  broker  failed  to 
make  a  sale  and  an  attempt  was  made  to  discharge  him;  but 
he  continued  his  negotiations,  and  subsequently  the  owner  sold 
a  portion  of  the  tract  to  a  person  with  whom  the  broker  had 
prior  negotiations,  the  owner  was  held  liable  to  pay  the  broker 
a  proportionate  commission.  Diamond  v.  Wheeler,  80  N.  Y.  S. 
416,  80  App.  Div.  68;  Thompson  v.  Sargeant,  134  P.  7,  66  Or. 
384;  B.  J.  &  B.  F.  Camp  Lumber  Co.  v.  Teddie,  82  S.  86,  —  Pla. 
Sup.  See  to  contrary.  Carpenter  v.  Atlas  Imp.  Co.,  108  N.  Y.  S. 
547,  123  App.  Div.  706.    See  also  Sees.  455,  967. 

8eo.  486a.    Broker  employed  to  sell  entire  tract  of  land  must 
do  80  to  earn  oommission. 

A  contract  consisting  of  letters  engaging  real  estate  brokers  to 
find  a  purchaser  for  land,  in  consideration  for  which  they  were 
to  receive  all  of  the  price  received  in  excess  of  $10  per  acre,  con- 
strued and  held  not  to  authorize  brokers  to  £nd  a  purchaser  for 
any  part  of  the  tract  less  than  the  whole.  Beniley  v.  Edwards, 
146  N.  W.  347,  125  Minn.  179,  Ann.  Cas.  1915  C,  882,  51  L.  R. 
A.  (N.  S.)  254;  Cone  v.  Keil,  124  P.  548,  18  Cal.  App.  675. 

A  broker  employed  to  procure  within  a  specified  time  a  pur- 
chaser at  a  specified  price  does  not  earn  his  commission  by  procur- 
ing a  person  williog  to  purchase  a  part  of  the  property  at  a  re- 
duced price,  though  the  owner  after  the  specified  time  sells  to 
such  person  at  a  reduced  price.  Toung  v.  Stecher  Cooperage  WJes., 
168  S.  W.  611,  259  Mo.  216. 

Sec.  496b.    On  owner  wrongfully  terminating  contract  to  eell 
entire  tract,  broker  entitied  to  value  of  services  rendered. 

Where  defendant,  without  right,  terminated  a  contract  provid- 
ing for  closing  of  each  sale  as  made,  but  not  entitling  plaintiffs 
to  compensation  unless  they  sold  the  entire  tract,  plaintiffs  held 
entitled  to  recover  the  reasonable  value  of  the  services  which  they 
rendered.  Boydstun  v.  Hackney  Land  Credit  Co.,  177  N.  W.  779, 
—  Minn.  Sup.  — . 
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Sec.  486c.    Selling  in  different  acreage  portions  from  that  pre- 
scribed barred  broker  of  commission. 

Where  a  broker  was  only  authorized  to  sell  the  entire  tract,  or  a 
certain  specified  part  thereof,  he  could  not  recover  commissions 
upon  selling  a  part  of  the  tract  of  a  different  acreage  than  that 
which  he  was  authorized  to  sell.  Boyd  v.  Big  Three  Ranch  Co., 
133  P.  623,  22  Cal.  App.  108. 

Sec.  486d.    Broker  entitled  to  commissions  when  three-fonrths 
of  collections  enough  to  pay  them. 

Under  a  real  estate  brokerage  contract  giving  the  broker  a  com- 
mission of  20%  of  the  list  price  and  one-half  of  the  overage  on 
the  prices  obtained  above  the  list  price,  broker  is  entitled  to  his 
full  compensation  when  %  of  the  collections  are  sufficient  to  pay 
them,  though  the  collections  to  that  time  are  not  equal  to  the  list 
price.  Hopewell  Heights  Dev.  Co.  v.  Kagey-Marshatt  Realty  Co., 
102  S.  E.  582,  —  Va.  Sup.  — . 

Sec.  487.    Share  of  profits  on  sale  through  sub-agent  not  de- 
feated by  unfair  dealing  of  latter. 

Where  plaintiff,  who  was  the  sales  agent  for  certain  prop- 
erty, authorized  defendant  to  sell  the  same,  and  agreed  to  di- 
vide the  profits  with  him,  any  unfair  dealing  on  defendant's 
part  with  plaintiff's  principal,  not  affecting  the  sale,  did  not 
affect  the  plaintiff's  right,  as  apainst  defendant,  to  share  in 
the  profits  of  the  sale,  in  the  absence  of  participancy  by  plain- 
tiff in  defendant's  wrong.  Madler  v.  Pozorski,  124  Wis.  477, 
102  N.  W.  892.    See  also  Sec.  520.    Compare  Sec.  522 

Sec.  497a.    Broker  entitled  to  share  of  profits  on  re-sale  of 
land  purchased. 

Agreement  that  defendant  was  to  have  one-third  of  profits  on 
resale  of  land  purchased  by  plaintiff,  held,  complied  with,  where 
defendant  looked  after  property,  and  was  helpful  in  negotiations 
resuHing  in  sale  to  another.  Alexander  v.  Critcher,  94  S.  E.  335, 
—  Va.  Sup.  — . 
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Sec.  498.    Oonuniflsions  payable  on  sale,  and  not  on  collection 
of  deferred  payments. 

Where  a  yendor  iiiBtructed  his  agent  that  he  would  take  $15 
per  acre  for  his  part  of  the  land,  and  accepted  the  terms  of  a 
sale  for  part  cash  and  part  in  deferred  payments,  with  security, 
the  agents'  compensation  is  due  when  the  sale  is  completed,  and 
not  on  collection  of  the  deferred  payments.  Hancock  y.  Dodge, 
85  Miss.  728,  37  S.  711 ;  Wallace  v.  Shepard,  42  Texas  Civ.  App. 
594,  94  S.  W.  151.    See  also  Sec.  484. 

Sec.  488a.   Agreement  by  broker  to  wait  for  commission  until 
owner  sold  farm  held  to  mean  for  a  reasonable  time. 

An  agreement  by  a  broker  to  take  his  clients  note  for  his  com- 
mission, and  wait  for  its  payment  xmtil  the  client  sold  the  farm 
received  in  exchange,  was  merely  an  agreement  to  wait  for  a  rea^ 
sonable  time  for  a  sale  of  the  farm,  and  did  not  make  his  right  to 
commissions  depend  upon  its  sale.  Ooldsberry  y.  Thomas,  165 
S.  W.  1179,  178  Mo.  App.  334. 


Sec.  499.    Oommissions  are  due  when  contract  is  made 
purchaser  produced  by  broker. 

Beal  estate  commissions  become  due  and  payable  when  the 
broker  has  produced  a  purchaser  with  whom  the  owner  entered 
into  a  valid  and  enforceable  contract.  Dennis  v.  Walters,  123  111. 
App.  93. 

Where  a  broker  has  procured  a  purchaser  acceptable  to  the 
seller,  and  an  enforceable  written  contract  is  made  between 
them,  the  broker's  right  to  commissions  is  not  dependent  on  the 
purchaser's  ability  to  pay  for  the  land.  Hamburger  v.  Thomas 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.  '09),  118  S.  W.  770;  Hudson  P.  Ross  Co.  v. 
Ooodale,  Perry  &  Wright,  169  N.  T.  Sup.  446;  McCartney  v. 
Shaves,  188  P.  663,  —  Okl.  Sup.  — .  Compare  Sec.  464.  See  also 
Sees.  484,  504. 

Sec.  499a.    Broker's  commissions  are  earned  when  contract 
of  exchange  is  executed. 

Where  a  broker  is  employed  to  eflfect  an  exchange  of  property, 
he  earns  his  commission  when  the  contract  of  exchange  is  exe- 
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cnted.    Bohhohl  v.  Sussmmn,  113  K  Y.  S.  686,  61  Misc.  246. 
See  also  Sec.  449. 

Sec  4D9b.    Oommisnon  not  due  until  actual  tranBfer  made. 

A  note  eyidencing  the  commission  to  be  paid  to  plaintiff  for 
procuring  a  purchaser  for  defendant's  land  was  directed  to 
plaintiff  and  signed  and  delivered  by  the  defendant.  It  pro- 
vided that  if  the  deal  pending  between  defendant  and  a  third 
party  for  an  exchange  of  property  was  consummated,  defend- 
ant would  pay  plaintiff  $1,000  commissions.  Eeld,  that  no 
commission  was  due  until  the  actual  transfer  of  the  title  of 
the  property  by  an  exchange  of  deeds.  Goodwin  v.  Sieman, 
106  Minn.  368,  118  N.  W.  1008;  Wilson  v.  Bafter,  174  S.  W. 
137,  188  Mo.  App.  356.    See  also  Sec.  449. 

Seo.  499c.  Owner  who  refused  to  convey  land  liable  to  broker 
for  commission,  though  date  of  settlement  fixed  as  time 
of  payment 

A  vendor  of  land  who  agreed  to  pay  real  estate  brokers  their 
commission  on  the  day  of  settlement,  but  refused  to  convey,  is 
liable,  though  a  date  of  settlement  was  fixed  by  the  contract. 
Rauchwanger  v.  Katzin,  82  A.  510,  82  N.  J.  Law,  339. 

Sec.  499d.  When  lease  not  executed,  broker  barred  oommii- 
sion  under  his  contract. 

In  an  action  for  brokers'  commissions  for  furnishing  tenants, 
that  the  defendant  refused  to  execute  a  lease,  a  contract  between 
defendant  i^nd  the  brokers  that  they  should  not  be  entitled  to 
commissions  unless  the  lease  was  actually  executed;  held,  a  bar 
to  their  right  to  commissions.  Williams  v.  Ashner,  137  N.  Y. 
Sup.  275,  162  App.  Div.  447. 

Sec.  499e.  Where  contract  provided  purchaser  should  pay 
broker's  commission,  on  owner's  breach,  latter  not  liable 
therefor. 

Where  a  contract  between  the  broker  and  the  owner  specified 
that  the  purchaser  should  pay  broker's  commissions,  the  broker 
could  not  recover  commissions  from  the  owner,  xmder  the  con- 
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tract,  though  he  refused  to  complete  a  sale  to  the  purchaser  pro- 
cured. Bobinson  v.  Oklahoma  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  155  P.  202,  —  Okl. 
Sup.  — . 

See.  490f«    Where  broker  guilty  of  firand  or  miarepreaenta^ 
tion,  defeating  aale,  not  entitled  to  conuniaaion. 

Where  a  broker  is  engaged  to  procure  a  purchaser  for  de- 
fendant's premises,  and  defendant  enters  into  mutual  contract 
with  the  purchaser  so  procured,  the  broker's  commission  is 
earned,  as  a  general  rule,  but  where  the  commission  is  agreed 
upon,  on  the  theory  that  the  deal  shall  go  through,  and  it  does 
not,  through  no  fault  of  the  principal,  or  where  the  deal  is  not 
consummated  because  of  fraud  or  misrepresentation  of  material 
facts  by  the  broker  to  his  principal,  the  latter  does  not  become 
liable  because  of  his  acceptance  of  the  purchaser.  Marks  v. 
Schultze,  177  111.  App.  638. 

Sec  490g.   Broker  entitled  to  oominiasion  although  agreement 
contemplated  execution  of  a  further  contract. 

Vendor's  broker  is  entitled  to  commissions,  where  prospective 
purchaser  executes  valid  contract  of  purchase,  although  such 
agreement  contemplated  that  it  would  be  followed  by  another 
contract.    Karahadian  v.  Lockett,  165  P.  552,  —  Cal.  App.  — . 

Sec  4891l    Although  contract  provided  for  payment  of  com- 
ndaaiona  as  purchaser  paid,  on  breach,  all  became  due. 

Where  broker's  contract  with  owner  provideo  lor  payment  of 
commissions  pro  rata  as  purchase  price  was  paid,  broker  is  en- 
titled to  entire  commission  upon  cancellation  of  owner's  contract 
with  purchaser  by  mutual  consent  of  owner  and  purchaser.  Ratz- 
Uf  V.  Trainor-Desfnond  Co.,  183  P.  269,  —  Cal.  App.  — . 

Where  vendor,  having  agreed  to  pay  broker  commissions  pro 
rata  upon  the  payment  of  purchase  price,  after  payment  of  first 
20%  conveyed  title  to  the  land,  and  assigned  its  interest  in  the 
contracts  to  another  party,  the  entire  commission  became  due, 
vendor  having  in  effect  abandoned,  and  made  it  impossible  to 
carry  out  its  contract  with  purchasers  procured  by  broker.    Id. 


CHAPTER  VIII. 


8BCTI0N. 

fiOO.  Broker  entitled  to  oommifldonB 
on  actual  payment  by  default- 
ing vendee. 

fiOOa.  Broker  limited  to  commiarions 
on  $1,000,  although  property 
later  sold  for  $12,500. 

501.  Broker's  right  to   oommisaionf 

not  defeated  because  to  be 
paid  from  purchase  money. 

502.  Principal  liable  for  commissions 

on  sale  to  customer  at  lower 
price,  unless  fixed  price  re- 
quired. 

503.  Where  principal  agreed  to  pay 

commissions  upon  receipt  of 
price,  broker  not  entitled  be- 
fore. 
503a.  Broker  not  entitled  to  commis- 
sion for  contract  to  purchase 
differing  as  to  deferred  pay- 
ments. 

504.  Commissions  are  usually  payable 

upon  completion  of  the  trans- 
action. 

505.  Broker  entitled  to  conumssions 

although  purchaser  pays  more 
than  he  authorised  him  to 
offer. 

506.  Where  purchaser  defaulted  bro- 

ker entitled  to  commissions 
on  actual  payments. 

507.  Gases  where  plaintiff  was  held 

not  to  be  the  procuring  cause 

of  sales,  and  not  entitled  to 

commissions. 
507a.  Broker   who   is   the   procuring 

of  sale  entitled  to  oommiasion. 
506.    Where  sale  frustrated  through 
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failure  to  partition,  broker 
entitled  to  oomnussions. 

509.  Partial  performance  entitled  bro- 

ker to  recover  neither  on  con- 
tract nor  on  quantum  meruit. 

510.  Agent  in  charge  of  real  estate 

securing  responsible  tenant, 
entitled  to  recover  on  a 
quantum  meruit. 

51 1 .  On  principal  selling,  broker  could 

recover  for  services  on  a 
quantum  meruit. 

512.  Principal  selling  for  less  than 

agreed  price,  broker  entitled  to 
recover  on  a  quantum  meruit. 

513.  In  the  absence  of  an  express 

contract  broker  procuring  a 
purchaser  may  recover  on  a 
quantum  meruit. 
513a.  In  absence  of  fixed  rule  measure 
of  broker's  compensation  the 
value  of  the  service  rendered. 

514.  Demand  by  broker  for  $10,000 

to  release  lien  defeated  his 
right  to  commissions. 
514a.  Owner  entitled  to  counterclaim 
for  expenses  of  suit  to  remove 
doud  on  title  caused  by  bro- 
ker recording  contract  breached 
by  his  misrepresentations. 

515.  First  broker  held  to  have  ri^t 

to  commissions  by  second's 
relinquishment. 

515a.  Waiver  of  variance  in  contract 
by  acquiescence. 

515b.  Owner  accepting  purchaser 
waived  requirement  from  bro- 
ker aa  to  financial  ability. 
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615e.  Broker  mini  prove  finftnciftl 
ability  of  pureliaser,  and  ordi- 
narily this  not  waived  by 
owner's  acceptance. 

515d.  Broker  to  recover  Gommifldon 
must  show  that  variance  in 
purchaser's  contract  was 
waived  by  owner. 

515e.  Where  owner  paid  second  broker 
for  furnishing  purchaser,  first 
having  waived  his  rights,  lat- 
ter not  entitled  to  recover. 

515f.  Waiver  by  party  to  exchange 
that  other  party  should  as- 
sume mortgage  on  former's 
premises. 

516.  If  authority  to  secure  a  pur- 
chaser b  revocable  broker 
finding  after  baned  commis- 
sions. 

517..   If   the    customer   reserves    the 


ncnoN. 

right  to  withdraw  from  trans- 
action if  title  bad,  if  exercised 
bars  commissions. 

517a.  On  breach  of  contract  to  ex- 
change lands,  broker  cannot 
leeover  from  wrongdoer  the 
commission  agreed  to  be  paid 
by  other  party. 

518.  Unless    exclusive    rival    broker 

entitled  to  oomnussions  on 
sale  by  the  other. 

519.  Broker  and  sub-agent  stand  in 

similar  relations  as  to  com- 
pensation as  do  principal  and 
agent. 

520.  Sub-agent  entitled  to  share  in 

commissions  though  he   vio- 
lated instructions. 
520a.  Broker     liable     to     sub-agent 
though  property  on  sale  found 
not  to  belong  to  vendor. 


Sec.  600.    Broker  entitled  to  comxmssions  on  actual  payments 
by  defaulting  vendee. 

The  owner  of  land  authorized  a  broker  to  make  a  sale  there- 
of, ** commissions  to  be  paid  out  of  the  payments  as  made," 
and  a  letter  in  setting  forth  the  terms  of  sale  provided  that 
on  default  by  the  purchaser  all  prior  payments  should  be  for- 
feited, and  neither  party  have  any  claim  on  the  other;  the  bro- 
ker found  a  purchaser  who  gave  a  deed  of  trust  to  secure  the 
payments,  and  subsequently  defaulted;  thereafter,  the  vendor 
released  the  vendee  from  his  obligations  and  conveyed  to  an- 
other, and  the  broker  sued  for  commissions  on  the  entire  price. 
Hdd,  that  the  contract  between  the  parties  did  not  entitle  the 
broker  to  commissions  except  on  those  payments  actually  made 
by  the  vendee.  Murray  v.  Richard,  103  Va.  132,  48  S.  E.  871 ; 
Peters  v.  Arwlerson,  88  Va.  1051,  14  S.  E.  974.  See  also  Sees. 
297,  506. 
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See.  600a.    Broker  limited  to  oommiMdons  oa  $1,000,  although 
property  later  sold  for  $12,600. 

Plaintiff  negotiated  a  lease  of  lands  belonging  to  W.,  under 
a  verbal  contract  whereby  he  was  to  receive  a  commission  of 
one-third  the  rent  per  annum.  Before  the  expiration  of  the 
lease  W.  died,  and  the  defendant  was  appointed  administrator 
of  the  estate.  The  lessees  were  $17,500  in  default  for  rent, 
and  defendant  foreclosed  the  landlord's  lien  on  a  growing 
crop  on  the  premises  for  the  arrears  in  rent,  purchasing  the 
same  for  $1,000  at  the  foreclosure  sale.  Thereafter  defendant 
sold  the  crop  to  other  parties  for  $12,500,  and  plaintiff,  who 

bad  never  received  any  commissions  from  the  rents,  brought 
an  action  to  recover  therefor,  claiming  one-third  commissions 
on  the  $12,500  paid  defendant,  on  the  theory  that  it  was  a  part 
of  the  balance  due  t>n  the  rent.  Held,  that  plaintiff  was  entitled 
only  to  a  commission  on  the  $1,000  paid  by  defendants  for  the 
crop,  since  the  foreclosure  was  to  effect  a  payment  of  the  rent, 
and  as  such  the  amount  thereby  received  was  ciisdited,  not  the 
subsequent  sale  of  the  property  purchased.  Schultz  v.  CMdman, 
7  Ariz.  279,  64  P.  425. 


See.  601.    Broker's  right  to  commissicms  not  defeated  beoause 
to  be  paid  firom  purchase  monqr. 

A  broker  may  recover  a  commission  of  his  principal,  all3iough 
the  sale  made  is  not  consummated,  if  it  fails  solely  on  account 
of  a  defect  in  the  vendor's  title  of  which  the  broker  was  neither 
notified  nor  had  personal  knowledge,  although  the  commission 
was  to  be  paid  out  of  the  proceeds  of  sale.  Chetttham  v.  Yar-- 
Irough,  90  Tenn.  77,  15  S.  W.  1076.  See  also  Sec.  570.  For 
the  contrary  doctrine,  where  actual  sale  was  not  made  as  pro>- 
vided  by  contract  Bull  v.  Price,  7  Bing.  (Bng.)  237,  9  L.  J.  C, 
P.,  0.  S.  78.    See  also  Sec.  458. 

Seo.  602.   Principal  liable  for  commissiomi  on  sale  to  eustoniir 
at  lower  price,  unless  a  fixed  price  required. 

Where  a  principal  makes  a  sale  to  a  purchaser  found  by  the 
broker,  having  availed  himself  fo  the  broker's  services,  he  is 
liable  for  the  commission,  although  the  sale  is  made  at  a  lower 
price  than  that  originally  proposed  by  him  to  the  broker.    Crook 
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V.  Forst,  116  Ala.  395,  22  S.  540 ;  WiUiams  v.  Bishop,  11  Colo. 
App.  378,  53  P.  239;  Schegal  v.  Allerton,  65  Conn.  260,  32  A. 
363 ;  Baker  v.  Murphy,  105  TIL  App.  151 ;  Wright  v.  McCUntock, 
136  Mo.  App.  438.;  Loehde  v.  BdLsey,  88  111.  App.  452 ;  Stievil  v. 
LMy,  89  Ark,  195,  115  S.  W.  1134;  McConaughty  v.  Mehannak, 

28  lU.  App.  169;  Plant  v.  Thompsim,  42  Kan.  664,  22  P.  726; 
Raits  V.  Shepherd,  37  Kan.  20,  14  P.  496;  Hancock  v.  Stacey 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.  '09),  116  S.  W.  177;  Hubachek  v.  Hazzard,  83 
Minn.  437,  86  N.  W.  426;  McCormack  v.  Henderson,  100  Mo. 
App.  647,  75  S.  W.  171;  Stinde  v.  Bleach,  42  Mo.  App.  578; 
Lawson  v.  Black  Diamond  Coal  Mining  Co.  (Wash.  Sup.  '09), 
102  P.  759;  Wetzdl  v.  Wagoner,  41  Mo.  App.  509;  Martin  v. 
SiUiman,  53  N.  Y.  615;  Martin  v.  Fagan,  88  N.  Y.  S.  472,  95 
App.  Div.  154 ;  Levy  v.  Coogan,  9  N.  Y.  S.  534,  16  Daly,  137 ; 
ChUton  V.  Butler,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  150;  Hobbs  v.  Edgar,  51  N. 
Y.  S.  1120,  23  Misc.  618 ;  Gold  v.  Serrell,  26  N.  Y.  S.  5,  6  Misc. 
124;  Steinfeld  v.  Strom,  63  N.  Y.  S.  966,  31  Misc.  167;  Keys 
V.  Johnson,  68  Pa.  St.  42;  Byrd  v.  Frost  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '94), 

29  S.  W.  46;  Pierce  v.  Nichols  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '08),  110  S. 
W.  206 ;  Barnes  v.  Oerman  Sav.,  etc.,  Soc.,  21  Wash.  448,  58  P. 
569;  TinhUton  v.  Spurck,  115  111.  App.  521;  Weeks  v.  Smith 
(N.  J.  Sup.  '10),  75  A.  773;  Blake  v.  Perrin,  242  F.  64,  154 
C.  C.  A.  646;  Rowland  v.  Progressive  Inv.  Co.,  202  S.  W.  257, 
—  Mo.  App.  — ;  Millage  v.  Irwin,  187  P.  825,  —  Colo.  Sup.  — ; 
Arnold  v.  La  Belle  Oil  Co.,  190  P.  816,  —  Cal.  App.  — . 

Unless  the  right  to  a  commission  is  made  conditional  upon 
a  sale  being  effected  at  the  price  fixed  in  the  broker's  authority. 
Armes  v.  Cameron,  19  D.  C.  435;  Buhl  v.  Noe,  51  HI.  App. 
622;  Schwartz  v.  Yearly,  31  Md.  270;  Childs  v.  Ptomey,  17 
Mont.  502,  43  P.  714;  Briggs  v.  Rowe,  1  Abb.  Dec.  (N.  Y.)  189, 
4  Keyes,  424;  Steinfeld  v.  Storm,  63  N.  Y.  S.  966,  31  Misc.  167; 
Largent  v.  Story  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '01),  61  S.  W.  977;  McArthur 
V.  Slosson,  53  Wis.  41,  9  N.  W.  784;  Newton  v.  Cormess  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.  '08),  106  S.  W.  892;  Ryan%  v.  Page,  134  Iowa,  60, 
111  N.  W.  405 ;  Bridgeman  v.  Hepburn,  13  Brit.  Col.  389. 

Sec.  803.    Where  principal  agreed  to  pay  commiasiona  upon 
receipt  of  price,  broker  not  entitled  before. 

The  principal  agreed  to  pay  the  broker  a  commission  for 
selling  land  when  the  vendees  paid  a  certain  sum  and  gave 
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their  note  and  mortgage  for  the  balance^  the  vendees  executed 
their  note  but  never  paid  the  money;  the  broker  was  not  en- 
titled to  commissions.  McPhail  v.  Buell,  87  Cal.  115,  25  P.  266; 
Ormsby  v.  Ordham,  123  Iowa,  22,  98  N.  W.  724;  Hariman  v. 
Selling,  192  P.  408,  —  Or.  Sup.  — .  See  also  Sees.  449,  456, 
458. 

Sec.  603a.    Broker  not  entitled  to  commission  for  contract  to 
purchase  differing  as  to  deferred  payments. 

Where  brokers  were  authorized  to  sell  lands  under  an  agree- 
ment which  provided  that  deferred  payments  should  be  secured 
by  a  deed  of  trust  on  the  entire  premises,  they  are  not  entitled  to 
commission  for  procuring  purchasers  ready,  able  and  willing  to 
buy,  where  contract  provided  a  different  method  of  securing  the 
deferred  purchase  price.  Sullivan  v.  Turner,  82  S.  325,  —  Miss. 
Sup.  — . 

Sea  501.    Oommissions  are  usually  payable  upon  completion 
of  the  transaction. 

A  real  estate  broker  is  entitled  to  the  commissions  agreed  on 
for  the  successful  negotiation  of  an  exchange  of  property  placed 
in  his  hands,  if  the  terms  of  the  exchange  are  accepted  by  the 
owner,  as  the  obligation  to  pay  the  commission  then  becomes 
fixed.  LocJcwood  v.  Halsey,  41  Kan.  166,  21  P.  98;  Einhom  v. 
P.  Derby  &  Co.,  132  N.  Y.  Sup.  327;  Clark  v.  Aslury,  134  S. 
W.  286,  —  Tex.  Civ.  Ap.  — ;  Caldwell  v.  Tanehill,  84  S.  E.  6, 
117  Va.  11.  In  the  absence  of  a  provision  to  the  contrary  in  the 
contract  of  employment.  Frye  v.  Schwarz,  87  N.  Y.  App.  Div. 
611.    See  also  Sees.  498,  499a,  499b. 

Sec.  605.    Broker  entitled  to  commissions  although  purdiaser 
pays  more  than  he  authorised  broker  to  offer. 

Where  the  principal  tried  to  get  the  broker  to  negotiate  a 
trade  of  his  land  for  a  house,  stating  that  he  was  willing  to 
give  $1,000  boot,  and  would  give  plaintiff  $100  if  the  trade 
was  consummated  and  the  trade  was  made  by  the  principal  con- 
senting to  give  more  boot,  the  broker  was  entitled  to  his  com- 
mission.   Carson  v.  BaJeer,  2  Colo.  App.  248,  29  P.  1134.    In  the 
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absence  of  an  agreement  limiting  to  a  fixed  price  beyond  which 
the  purchaser  had  to  go  to  e&ct  the  purchase.  Lestrade  v. 
Vanzini,  6  La.  Ann.  399.     See  also  Sec.  24. 

Sec.  606.    Where  purchaser  defaulted  broker  entitled  to  cam- 
missioiis  on  actual  payments. 

A  receiver  of  an  insolvent  bank  employed  the  services  of  an 
Agent  to  eflfect  a  sale  of  certain  realty  which  he  held  in  right  of 
the  bank,  agreeing  that  the  agent  should  receive  ten  per  cent, 
commission  as  his  compensation;  there  was  no  agreement  as  to 
when  such  commission  was  to  be  paid,  whether  out  of  the  cash 
pajrments,  or  on  payment  of  the  entire  purchase  money;  the 
agent  sold  the  property  for  $85,000 ;  the  purchaser  paid  $10,000 
cash,  and  made  default  as  to  the  residue.  Hdd,  that  the  agent 
was  entitled  to  his  commission  on  so  much  of  the  purchase 
money  as  was  or  could  be  paid,  and  on  that  only.  Peters  v. 
Anderson,  88  Va.  1051,  14  S.  E.  974;  Murray  v.  Rickard,  103 
Va.  132,  48  S.  E.  871.    See  also  Sees.  297,  500. 

Sec.  607.    Cases  where  plaintiff  was  held  not  to  be  the  pro* 
curing  cause  of  sale,  and  not  entitled  to  commissions. 

Hallyday  v.  Southern  Farm  Agency,  100  Md.  294,  59  A.  646; 
Wood  V.  Burton,  47  N.  Y.  S.  184,  21  Misc.  326 ;  Burd  v.  Webster, 
128  Wis.  118,  107  N.  W.  23;  Goff  v.  Hurst  (Ky.  Ct.  App.  '09), 

122  S.  W.  148;  Floyd  v.  liisner,  166  K  W.  1046,  —  Iowa 
Sup.  — . 

Sec.  607a.    Broker  who  is  the  procuring  cause  of  sale  entitled 
to  commiwrion. 

That  owner  of  land  negotiated  with  purchaser  of  land  before 
agent  approached  such  purchaser  would  not  bar  the  agent's  right 
to  commission  if  he  was,  in  fact,  the  procuring  cause  of  the  sale. 
Rowland  v.  Progressive  Inv,  Co.,  202  S.  W.  257,  —  Mo.  App.  — . 

The  broker  who  is  the  procuring  cause  of  the  sale,  whether 
he  be  the  first  or  second  to  engage  the  attention  of  the  pur- 
chaser, and  not  the  broker  who  first  spoke  of  the  property,  is 
entitled  to  the  commission.  Bunton  v.  Compredon,  171  P.  142, 
—  N.  M.  Sup.  — . 
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If  plaintiff  was  employed  to  procure  a  customer,  and  a  sale 
was  made  through  his  efforts,  it  was  immaterial  with  what  pur- 
pose the  purchaser  was  induced  to  go  to  the  office  of  the  seller. 
Hdllheimer  v.  Rice,  169  N.  T.  Sup.  1002.    See  also  Sec.  446. 

Sec.  508.    Where  sale  ftiutrated  through  failure  to  partitioii, 
broker  entitled  to  commissioiu. 

Defendant  authorized  plaintiff,  a  real  estate  broker,  to  sell 
land,  and  through  him  a  contract  of  sale  to  W.  was  made  of  a 
definite  number  of  acres,  eighteen  of  which  were  to  be  made 
np  by  defendant's  having  a  thirty-six-acre  tracts  in  which  he 
had  an  undivided  half  interest,  partitioned;  the  contract  pro- 
vided that  the  title  was  to  be  passed  on  by  W.'s  attorney;  the 
defendant  failed  to  have  the  partition  made,  stating  that  a 
division  line  had  been  adopted  by  him  and  his  co-tenant,  but 
there  was  no  evidence  of  this.  Held,  that  W.  's  refusal  to  per- 
form the  contract  on  account  of  the  failure  to  partition  being 
justified,  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  his  oonmiissions  of 
defendant.  Albrition  v.  First  Nat.  Bk,,  38  Tex.  Civ.  App.  614, 
86  S.  W.  646.    See  also  Sec  556. 

Sec.  609.    Partial   performance    entitles   broker   to   recover 
neither  on  contract  nor  on  quantum  memit. 

Where  a  petition  by  a  broker  to  recover  commissions  counted 
on  an  express  contract  by  defendant  to  pay  a  certain  price,  if 
plaintiff  obtained  a  purchaser  for  the  entire  tract  of  timber 
land,  etc,  and  the  evidence  disclosed  only  a  partial  perform- 
ance, plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover  on  a  quantum  meruit. 
Veatch  v.  Normm,  109  Mo.  App.  387,  84  S.  W.  350;  Carpenter 
v.  Atlas  Imp.  Co.,  108  N.  T.  S.  547,  123  App.  Div.  706;  Dillard 
V.  Field,  153  S.  W.  532,  168  Mo.  App.  206;  Howell  v.  Bennett, 
145  S.  W.  535,  103  Ark.  620;  Douglas  v.  Spangenberg,  137  P. 
1103,  23  Cal.  App.  294;  Caldwell  v.  Tannehill,  84  S.  £.  6,  117 
Va.  11;  Bruce  v.  Mesarve,  117  N.  E.  830,  —  Mass.  — ;  Hall  v. 
Schiff,  167  N.  Y.  Sup.  362,  179  App.  Div.  699;  PoHer  v.  Carney, 
172  N*.  W.  644,  —  Iowa  Sup.  — ;  McLaughlin  &  Co.  v.  Southern 
Hotel  Co.,  177  N.  Y.  Sup.  323 ;  Oban  v.  Ducharme,  106  A.  777, 
—  Vt.  Sup.  — ;  Cusick  v.  Worthington  Pump  &  liachy.  Cor., 
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173  N.  W.  212,  —  Wis.  Sup.  — .    See  also  Sec.  935.    Mechem 
on  Ag.^  Sea  635. 

Sea  610.    Agent  in  chaif^e  of  real  estate,  seonring  responsible 
tenant^  entitled  to  reoover  on  a  qnantun  memit. 

A  complaint  alleged  that  plaintiffs  were  employed  to  take 
charge  of  defendant's  real  estate,  as  agent  to  rent  the  same 
and  collect  the  rents;  that  they  performed  their  part  of  the 
contract  by  procuring  responsible  tenants  for  the  property; 
that  defendant  revoked  their  contract  of  agency,  without  com- 
pensating them  for  their  services.  Held,  that,  treating  the  ac- 
tion as  on  a  quantum  meruit  for  services  on  a  contract  per- 
formed by  plaintiffs,  the  complaint  was  sufBcient.  New  Kana- 
wha Coal  &  Uin.  Co,  v.  Wright,  163  Ind.  529,  72  N.  E,  550; 
Lockkart  v.  Eamlin,  190  N.  Y.  132,  82  N.  E.  1094. 

Sec.  611.    On  principal  selling,  broker  could  recover  for  ser- 
vices on  a  quantum  meruit. 

Where,  after  defendant  had  employed  plaintiff  to  sell  cer- 
tain standing  timber  at  specified  price  and  terms,  he  availed 
himseli  of  plaintiff's  services  and  sold  the  timber  to  an  emplc^e 
of  the  person  with  whom  plaintiff  had  been  negotiating  on 
different  terms,  plaintiff  was  entitled,  in  an  action  on  his  con- 
tract, to  join  a  prayer  for  a  recovery  of  the  reasonable  value 
of  the  services,  and  recover  on  a  quantum  meruit.  McDonald 
V.  Cabiness,  100  Tex.  615,  98  S.  W.  943,  affirmed  102  S.  W.  720. 
Compare  Johnson  v.  Va.  &  Car.  Lumber  Co,,  163  P.  249,  89 
C.  C.  A.  632 ;  Smith  v.  Ya.  &  Car.  Lumber  Co.,  163  F.  249,  89 
C.  C.  A.  632;  Hughes  v.  Daniel  65  S.  518,  187  Ala,  41;  Alford 
V.  Creagh,  62  S.  254,  7  Ala.  App.  358. 

Sec.  612.    Principal  selling  for  less  than  agreed  price,  broker 
entitled  to  recover  on  a  quantum  meruit. 

An  agent  under  a  contract  with  his  principal  was  to  receive 
aJl  in  excess  of  a  stipulated  price  for  which  certain  timber 
sold,  provided  he  obtained  a  purchaser  at  a  price  considerably 
in  excess  of  the  minimum  price  stipulated,  but  the  principal 
sold  the  timber  on  different  terms  than  those  agreed  upon  in 


468  AMERICAN  LAW  BEAL  ESTATE  AGENCY. 

the  contract.  Held,  that  the  agent  having  procured  the  pur- 
chaser was  entitled  to  recover  on  a  qiumtum  meruit,  although 
the  principal  had  changed  the  terms  of  the  sale  as  provided 
for  in  the  contract.  McDonald  v.  Cdbiness,  100  Tex.  616,  102 
S.  W.  720;  Shultz  v.  Zelmar  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '08),  111  S.  W. 
776.    See  also  Sees.  24,  446. 

Sec.  613.    In  the  absence  of  an  express  contract  broker  pro- 
curing a  purchaser  may  recover  on  a  quantum  meruit. 

A  broker  to  procure  a  purchaser  for  real  estate  is  entitled 
to  such  commissions  as  are  usual  for  procuring  a  purchaser 
for  property  of  similar  character  and  value,  unless  a  different 
compensation  is  agreed  upon.  Walker  v.  Baldwin,  106  ^Id.  619, 
68  A.  25;  Hollis  v.  Weston,  156  Mass.  357,  31  N.  E.  483;  Hart- 
man  v.  Wamery  75  Conn.  197,  52  A.  719;  Lansing  v.  Johnson, 
18  Neb.  174,  24  N.  W.  726 ;  Baer  v.  Koch,  21  N.  T.  S.  974,  2 
Misc.  334;  Harrel  v.  Zimplernan,  66  Tex.  292,  17  S.  W.  478; 
Phillips  V.  Rolerts,  90  111.  492;  Roberts  v.  MarJcham,  109  P.  127, 
26  Okl.  387;  Taggart  v.  Hunter,  150  P.  738,  78  Or.  139,  judg. 
rev.  on  re.,  152  P.  871,  78  Or.  139;  Thos.  S.  Jones  &  Co.  v. 
Moore,  99  S.  W.  286,  30  Ky.  Law  Bep.  603;  Wciker  v.  Baldwin 
&  FricJc,  68  A.  25,  106  Md.  615;  Louva  v.  Warden,  152  N.  W. 
639,  30  K  D.  401 ;  Matlock  v.  JarabeJe,  164  N.  W.  587,  —  Minn. 
Sup.  — .  See  also  Sees.  587,  615.  Applies  also  to  void  parol 
contract.    Bolinson  v.  WUlard,  16  0.  C.  C.  464. 

Sec.  613a.   In  absence  of  fixed  rate,  measure  of  broker's  com- 
pensation the  value  of  the  service  rendered. 

Upon  a  suit  by  a  broker  to  recover  ordinary  commissions  for 
effecting  the  sale  of  a  colliery,  it  appeared  that  commissions 
ranged  from  five  to  twenty-five  per  cent.  Held,  in  the  absence 
of  evidence  of  a  uniform  custom  or  usage,  that  the  measure 
of  plaintiff's  compensation  should  be  the  value  of  the  service 
rendered.  Potts  v.  Aechtcnnacht,  93  Pa.  St.  138.  See  also  Sec. 
587. 

Sec.  514.    Demand  by  broker  for  $10,000  to  release  lien  de- 
feated his  right  to  commissions. 

Complainant's  agent  executed  an  agreement  in  her  name,  vrith- 
out  her  authority,  giving  defendant  the  exclusive  right  to  pur- 
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chase  or  sell  a  farm  for  a  period  of  one  year  for  $20,000,  and 
in  oase  defendant  did  not  exercise  his  right  to  purchase,  bat 
sold  the  property  he  was  to  receive  two  per  cent,  on  the  $20,000, 
and  all  the  farm  sold  for  above  such  sum  as  compensation  for 
his  services;  defendant  procured  a  prospective  purchaser  to 
whom  he  offered  the  farm  for  $20,000,  but  the  purchaser  de- 
clined to  buy  at  that  price,  and  subsequently  made  a  contract 
with  oomplainant  to  purchase  the  farm  for  $22,5pO;  as  soon 
as  defendant  discovered  the  purchaser  was  dealing  direct  with 
the  owner,  defendant  filed  his  contract  for  record,  claiming  an 
option  for  $20,000,  and  refused  to  release  the  same  unless  he 
waa  paid  $10,000.  Held,  that  such  act  clouded  the  title  and 
justified  the  purchaser's  refusal  to  complete  the  sale,  depriving 
defendant  of  the  right  to  commissions.  Woolf  v.  SuUivan,  224 
m.  509,  79  N.  E..  646.    See  also  Sec.  290. 

Sec  514a.  Owner  entitled  to  cotmterolaim  for  expenses  of 
suit  to  remove  cloud  on  title  caused  by  broker  recording 
contract  breached  by  his  misrepresentations. 

If  a  broker  suing  for  a  commission  for  negotiating  a  contract 
to  exchange  land,  which  was  repudiated  by  defendant  principal, 
induced  the  defendant  to  execute  contract  through  fraudulent 
misrepresentations,  defendant  is  entitled  to  counterclaim  for  nec- 
essary expenses  in  removing  the  cloud  on  her  title  by  the  broker^s 
act  in  recording  the  contract.  Duncan  v.  Turner,  154  S.  W.  816, 
171  Mo.  App.  661. 

Sec.  616.  First  broker  held  io  have  the  right  to  conmiissions 
by  second's  relinquishment. 

Where  M.,  who  was  to  receive  a  commission  for  a  sale  of  B.  's 
land,  turned  over  the  sale  of  the  land  to  L.,  agreeing  that  L. 
should  have  the  commissions  therefor,  to  which  B.  consented 
before  a  sale  was  made,  L.,  on  selling  the  land,  was  not  entitled 
to  a  commission  as  the  assignee  of  M.,  but  because  he,  with  the 
knowledge  and  consent  of  B.,  sold  the  land  after  M.  had  waived 
his  right  to  do  so.  Munson  v.  Mabon,  135  Iowa,  335,  112  N.  W. 
775. 
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See.  filSft.    Waiver  of  variance  in  contracb  by  acqniescexioe. 

Though  the  taking  of  notes  payable  on  or  before  maturity 
wa^  a  technical  variation  from  authority  to  sell  on  time  at  a 
specified  rate  of  interest^  the  vendor  waived  his  riglit  when, 
on  seeking  time  for  delivery  of  possession,  he  wrote  to  his  broker 
that  everything  else  would  be  all  right.  WatJcins  v.  Thomas  (Mo. 
App.  '10),  124  S.  W.  1063. 

The  vendor's  right  to  demand  that  the  broker  put  him  in  di- 
rect communication  with  the  purchaser  may  be  waived.  Henry 
V.  Harker,  122  P.  298,  61  Or.  276,  aff.  judg.  on  re.,  118  P.  205, 
61  Or.  276. 

Broker  entitled  to  commissions,  although  contract  made  on  dif- 
ferent terms,  where  variance  is  waived  by  owner.  Brown  v.  Ma- 
«w,  99  P.  867,  156  Cal.  165,  21  L.  B.  A.  (N.  S.)  328. 

Sea  616b.    Owner  accepting  purchaser  waived  requirement 
from  broker  as  to  financial  ability. 

Broker  not  required  to  prove  that  his  purchasers  were  ready, 
willing  and  able  to  buy,  where  defendants,  on  receiving  notice  of 
the  sales,  wrote  plaintiff  and  the  proposed  purchasers  confirming 
the  same.  E.  B.  &  D.  C.  Kelp  v.  Brazer,  161  S.  W.  899,  —  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  — . 

Sec.  616c.    Broker  must  prove  financial  ability  of  purchaser, 
and  ordinarily  thia  is  not  waived  by  owner's  acceptance. 

Broker  must  procure  a  purchaser  able  and  ready  to  comply 
with  the  terms  of  sale,  and  where  no  contract  is  made  there  is  no 
waiver  of  this  condition  though  the  owner  accepts  the  purchaser, 
unless  he  has  notice  that  he  is  unable  or  imwilling  to  comply 
with  the  tenns.  Bike  v.  McHugh  d  Oroom,  66  S.  462,  188  Ala. 
237. 

Sec  616d.    Broker,  to  recover  commission,  must  show  that 
variance  in  purchaser's  contract  was  waived  by  owner. 

Where  a  contract  of  sale  consummated  by  a  broker  did  not 
conform  to  the  enlistment  contract,  the  broker  is  not  entitled  to 
recover,  unless  he  can  show  that  the  departure  from  the  enlist- 
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ment  was  waived  by  the  vendor,  his  principal.    Peeples  v.  Orxf- 
fith,  214  S.  W.  661,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — 

8eo.  516e.  Where  owner  paid  seoond  broker  for  famiBliiiig 
purchaser,  first  having  waived  his  rights,  latter  not  en- 
titled to  recover. 

Where  one  realty  broker,  with  whom  land  was  listed,  turned  a 
second  broker  over  to  the  owner,  with  the  statement  that  such 
second  broker  was  his  associate,  and  that  any  arrangement  made 
with  him  wonld  be  satisfactory,  and  the  terms  of  sale  and  agree- 
ment with  reference  to  commission  are  made  by  the  owner  with 
the  second  broker,  and  the  owner  paid  commission  to  the  second 
broker,  according  to  his  agreement  with  him,  the  first  broker  is 
not  entitled  to  recover  commissions  from  the  owner.  Brnnnen  v. 
Poole,  218  S.  W.  186,  —  Ark.  Snp.  — . 

Sec.  616f.  Waiver  by  par^  to  exchange  that  other  party 
should  assume  mortgage  on  former's  premises. 

A  requirement  of  defendant's  offer  to  exchange  lands  made  to 
brokers  that  the  other  party  should  assume  a  mortgage  was 
waived,  where  the  other  party  only  agreed  to  take  the  property 
subject  to  the  mortgage,  and  defendant  made  no  objection  to  the 
form  of  acceptance,  and  in  depositing  his  deed  in  escrow  did  not 
condition  delivery  on  compliance  with  such  requirement.  Oail- 
way  V.  Oalhreath,  187  P.  73,  —  Cal.  App.  — . 

Sec.  516.  If  authority  to  secure  a  purchaser  is  revocable^ 
broker  finding  after  barred  commissions. 

By  the  statement  of  a  real  estate  owner  to  a  broker  that  if 
the  latter  or  any  one  else  could  secure  a  purchaser  for  the  land 
by  a  certain  date,  on  terms  specified,  the  land  might  go,  gives 
the  broker  nothing  more  than  a  revocable  authority  binding  the 
owner  to  pay  commissions  only  in  case  a  purchaser  is  found 
before  revocation,  and  is  not  an  agreement  that  the  agency 
shall  continue  until  the  date  specified.  MiUigan  v.  Owen,  123 
Iowa,  285,  98  N.  W.  792 ;  Kme  v.  Dawson,  52  Wash.  411,  100 
P.  837. 
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Sec.  617.  If  the  ciutoxner  reseires  the  right  to  withdraw  from 
the  traxisaction  if  title  bad,  if  exercised,  bars  commissions. 

If  the  customer  reserves  the  privilege  to  withdraw  from  the 
transaction,  in  case  he  finds,  upon  examination,  that  the  title 
is  bad,  the  broker  is  not  entitled  to  a  commission  upon  the  cus- 
tomer's refusal,  by  the  exercise  of  the  reserved  privilege,  to 
make  the  purchase  for  that  reason.  Condict  v.  Cowdrey,  139 
N.  Y.  S.  273,  34  N.  E.  781 ;  West  v.  Sifoeckeh  6  Ohio  Dec.  (Rep.) 
1082,  10  Am.  L.  Rec.  309 ;  Blankemhip  v.  Ryerson,  50  Ala.  426 ; 
Gilchrist  v.  Clarke,  86  Tenn.  583,  8  S.  W.  572 ;  Carter  v.  Ear- 
rell  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '09),  118  S.  W.  1139. 

Sec.  617a.  On  breach  of  contract  to  exchange  lands,  broker 
can  not  recover  from  wrongdoer  the  commission  agreed 
to  be  paid  by  other  party. 

Where  a  broker  employed  by  defendant  and  a  third  person  to 
exchange  their  respective  lands,  induced  them  to  enter  into  a 
valid  contract  for  an  exchange,  and  defendant  was  financially  able 
to  carry  out  his  contract,  but  without  legal  excuse  refused  to  do 
so,  the  broker  could  not  recover  from  defendant  the  amount  of 
commission  the  third  person  had  agreed  to  pay.  Bird  v.  Rowell, 
167  S.  W.  1172,  180  Mo.  App.  421. 

Sec.  518.  Unless  exclusive  rival  broker  not  entitled  to  com- 
missions on  sale  by  the  other. 

Unless  real  estate  brokers  had  the  exclusive  right  to  make 
a  sale  of  certain  property,  they  were  not  entitled  to  a  commis- 
sion if  the  sale  was  made  by  some  one  else,  even  though  they 
secured  a  purchaser.  Rothenberger  v.  Turner,  30  Ky.  L.  R. 
1018,  99  S.  W.  1150;  Hennings  v.  Persons,  108  Va.  1,  61  S.  E. 
866;  MueUer  v.  Bell  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '09),  117  S.  W.  993. 

Sec.  619.  Broker  and  sub-agent  stand  in  similar  relatione  as 
to  compensation  as  do  principal  and  agent 

A  real  estate  broker  and  his  sub-agent  stand  relatively  in 
the  same  position,  with  reference  to  the  right  to  compensation, 
as  do  the  principal  and  the  broker.  Leonard  v.  Roberts,  20 
Colo.  88,  36  P.  880 ;  Olsen  v.  Jordm,  38  Minn.  466,  38  N.  W. 
485;  Warren  Com.  £  Inv,  Co.  v.  Hull,  120  Mo.  App.  432,  96 
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S.  W.  1038 ;  Parker  v.  Merrell,  173  Mass.  391,  53  N.  E.  913 ; 
Whiting  v.  Saunders,  51  N.  Y.  S.  211,  23  Misc.  332;  Weinsiein 
V.  Oolding,  40  N.  T.  S.  680,  17  Misc.  613 ;  Eastland  v.  Maney, 
36  Tex.  Civ.  App.  147,  81  S.  W.  574 ;  Blake  v.  Austen,  33  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  112,  75  S.  W.  571 ;  J,  B,  Waikin's  Ld,  Mtge,  Co.  v. 
Thetford  (Tex.  C.  A.  '06),  96  S.  W.  72;  BartleU  v.  Peter,  88 
Wis.  316,  60  N:  W.  429;  Madler  v.  Pozorski,  124  Wis.  477, 
102  N.  W.  892;  McCleary  v.  Willis,  35  Wash.  696,  77  P.  1073. 

Sec.  620.    Sub-agent  entitled  to  share  in  commissions  thongh 
he  violated  instructions. 

The  fact  that  a  snb-agent  in  his  first  negotiations  with  the 
customer  violates  the  instructions  of  the  owner  to  the  agent 
by  asking  more  than  the  price  fixed,  will  not  estop  him  from 
claiming  a  share  of  the  commissions  voluntarily  paid  to  the 
agent  on  the  sale  of  the  land,  as  the  owner  alone  could  com- 
plain upon  that  ground.  Russell  v.  Andrea,  79  Wis.  108,  48 
N.  W.  117. 

Sec.  620a.    Broker  liable  to  sub-agent  though  property  on  sale 
found  not  to  belong  to  vendor. 

A  real  estate  broker  employed  to  sell  land,  who  agrees  to  pay 
another  broker  a  commission,  if  he  procures  a  purchaser  there- 
for, is  liable  for  the  commission  if  a  purchaser  is  procured, 
though  he  afterwards  discovers  that  the  land  is  not  the  prop- 
erty of  the  principal.  Barthel  v.  Peter,  88  Wis.  316,  60  N. 
W.  429.    See  also  Sec.  519. 
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postponed  by  contract  till 
title  passed. 

Broker  not  entitled  to  commis- 
sions where  customer  refused 
to  complete  purchase  on  ac- 
count of  a  supposed  defect  in 
the  title. 

Whether  principal  or  another 
holds  the  title,  broker  on  pro- 
ducing buyer  entitled  to  com- 
missions. 

539.  Where  sale  defeated  by  want  of 
title,  which  he  knows,  broker 
bailed  conmussions. 


537. 


538. 
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540.    XgDorance  of  ooniimot  by  holder     543.    UnaTuling   dforti   to   perfonn 
of  noord  title  did  not  defeat  do  not  entitle  broker  to  oom- 


broker's  right  to  eommianons. 

541.  Where    broker    produoed    pur-  544.    To  entitle  broker  to  eommieBiona 

ohiMwr  And  nle  fafled  by  a  for  aale  hie  nesotiatione  must 

dispute    over    taxes,    broker  be  unintemipted. 

baned  commissions,  546.    Undisclosed  agreement  to  divide 

542.  After     memorandum     contract  conmtissions    with    purchaser 

signed,  and  purchaser  refused  does  not  bar  broker's  right 

to    pay    water    tax,    broker  thereto, 
entitled  to  commiwiomi. 

Seo.  621.    Snb-agent  entitled  to  oonmdsiioii  for  sale  made 
after  reYOcation  of  authority. 

"Where  the  owner  of  real  property  employed  an  agent  to  find 
a  purchaser  therefor,  and  the  latter,  within  the  scope  of  his 
authority,  but  without  the  owner's  knowledge,  employed  a  bro- 
ker for  the  same  purpose,  and  the  owner  revoked  the  authority 
given  to  the  agent,  and  the  broker  afterward,  without  notice 
of  the  revocation,  found  a  purchaser,  it  was  held  that  the  bro- 
ker could  recover  commissions  from  the  owner.  Lamson  v. 
Sims,  48  N.  T.  Super.  Ct.  281.  Compare  Mechem  on  Ag.  Sec. 
197. 

Sec.  622.    Sub-agent  donied  recovery  of  unlawful  commissioni. 

A  broker  procured  a  customer  for  another  broker,  with  the 
understanding  that  the  latter  shoiild  charge  for  procuring  a 
loan  of  money  at  a  rate  prohibited  by  statute,  and  that  such 
commissions  should  be  divided.  Held,  that  suit  would  not  lie 
in  behalf  of  the  former  broker  for  his  share  of  such  commis- 
sions against  the  latter  broker  to  whom  they  had  been  paid 
by  the  customer.  Oregory  v.  Wilson,  36  N.  J.  L.  315.  Compare 
Sec.  497.    See  also  Sec.  559. 

See.  623.    T^cal  oases  in  which  the  sub-agent  was  held  en- 
titled to  recover  share  of  commissions. 

The  owner  of  certain  real  estate  of  one  hundred  acres  in 
extent  placed  the  same  in  the  hands  of  defendants  with  au- 
thority to  sell  it  for  him  at  the  rate  of  $4,000  per  acre;  that 
thereafter  defendants  employed  plaintiffs  to  find  a  purchaser 
at  the  rate  of  $4,250  per  acre ;  that  plaintiffs  found  parties  who 
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were  ready  and  willing  to  purchase  upon  the  terms  mentioned; 
that  thereafter  an  agreement  was  executed  whereby  defendants 
promised  to  pay  plaintiffs  a  commission  of  $5,000;  that  there- 
after the  sale  in  question  was  consummated  and  the  defend- 
ants received  and  accepted  from  the  purchasers  their  share  of 
the  purchase  money  from  such  sale,  amounting  in  money,  notes 
and  other  property  to  more  than  $10,000.  Held,  that  plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  recover.  Olsen  v.  Jordan,  38  Minn.  466,  38  N. 
W.  485;  Warren  Com,  &  Inv.  Co.  v.  Hull,  120  Mo.  App.  432, 
96  S.  W.  1038 ;  Murphy  v.  Eilthridle,  132  Iowa,  114,  109  N.  W. 
471;  Prov.  Trust  Co,  v.  Darraugh,  168  Ind.  29,  78  N.  E.  1030; 
Taylor  v.  Barbour,  90  Miss.  888,  44  S.  988. 

Sec  623a.    Contract  between  agent  and  nib-agent  need  not 
be  in  writing. 

Cobbe/s  Ann.  Stat.  1911,  Sec.  10856,  requiring  contracts  of 
employment  of  brokers  to  sell  land  to  be  in  writing;  held,  not  to 
apply  to  contract  between  agent  and  sub-agent.  Beasaner  v. 
Yates,  134  N.  W.  651,  90  Neb.  757. 

Sec.  624.    Sub-agent  not  entitled  to  recover  of  his  principal 
for  sale  made  at  reduced  price. 

A  broker  for  the  sale  of  lands  who  agreed  to  pay  other  bro- 
kers a  certain  sum  out  of  his  own  commissions,  if  they  sold 
at  a  certain  price,  but  who  had  no  interest  in  the  land,  as  such 
brokers  knew,  is  not  liable  to  them  for  commissions  on  a  sale  at 
a  less  price.  Whitcomb  v.  DicUinson,  169  Mass.  16,  47  N.  E.  426. 
See  also  Sec.  422. 


Sec.  626.    Sub-agent  entitled  to  commissions,  though  he 
to  give  the  name  of  purchaser. 

Where,  in  an  action  on  a  contract  for  division  of  broker's 
commissions,  there  was  evidence  that  defendant  sold  the  prop- 
erty to  the  purchaser  secured  by  plaintiff,  in  accordance  with 
the  contract  between  them  for  a  division  of  commissions,  and 
that,  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  defendant  knew  that  plaintiff  had 
procured  a  purchaser,  it  was  immaterial  that  plaintiff  failed 
to  impart  to  defendant,  prior  to  the  sale,  the  name  of  the  per- 
son with  whom  plaintiff  had  been  negotiating,  and  to  whom 
the  property  was  subsequently  sold.     McCleary  v.  WHlis,  35 
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Wash.  676,  77  P.  1073;  Feist  v.  Jerolomen  (N.  J.  Err  &  App. 
'10),  75  A.  751.    See  also  Sees.  487,  530. 

Sec.  526.    Broker  selling  to  railroad  instead  of  to  syndicate 
entitled  to  commissions. 

A  broker  who  is  promised  a  commission  for  selling  a  street 
car  line  to  a  certain  syndicate  is  entitled  to  a  commission  on 
effecting  such  sale  to  a  railroad  company  organized  by  the  syn- 
dicate, and  the  fact  that  such  company  was  not  duly  incorporated 
is  no  defense.  Smith  v.  Mayfield,  60  HI.  App.  266.  Compare 
Oraves  v.  Horton,  38  Minn.  66,  35  N.  W.  568.  Compare  Sec. 
577. 

Sec.  527.    Broker  entitled  to  commissions  thongh  sale  other 
than  that  contemplated. 

To  secover  on  a  contract  providing  for  payment  for  services 
for  promoting  the  sale  of  a  street  railway,  on  the  conclusion  of 
''any  trade"  with  the  prospective  vendee,  it  is  immaterial  that 
the  trade  finally  consummated  was  not  the  negotiation  pending 
at  the  time  the  contract  was  made.  Alexander  v.  Wakefield  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.  '02),  69  S.  W.  77.    See  Sec.  532.    Compare  Sec.  577. 

Sec.  528.    Broker's   right   to   conmdssions   not   affected   by 
owners'  suppositions. 

The  fact  that  defendant  sold  to  a  person  who  he  thought 
was  purchasing  for  himself  and  not  for  the  church,  does  not 
affect  plaintiff's  right  to  his  commissions,  where,  after  learn- 
ing that  the  purchase  was  for  the  church,  defendant  conveyed 
it,  when  he  might  have  avoided  the  contract.  McKnight  v. 
Thayer,  21  N.  T.  S.  440;  Bach  v.  Emerich,  35  N.  T.  Super. 
Ct.  548.    See  also  Sec.  24. 

Sec.  529.    Broker's  erroneous  advice  as  to  liability  for  sewer 
tax  defeated  right  to  conmdssions. 

A  broker  was  employed  to  procure  a  purchaser  of  real  estate ; 
he  procured  a  purchaser  who  contracted  for  the  purchase  there- 
of;  the  owner  executed  a  warranty  deed  conveying  the  prem- 
ises to  the  purchaser ;  the  deed  was  not  delivered  and  the  pur- 
chase price  paid  over,  because  of  the  refusal  of  the  ovmer  to 
pay  the  cost  of  sewer  tax  bills  which  would  be  subsequently 
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issued^  the  construction  of  the  sewer  being  in  progress  during 
the  transactions;  the  attorney  of  the  broker  erroneously  advised 
that  the  owner  was  liable  for  the  tax  bills.  Held,  that  the  bro- 
ker was  not  entitled  to  commissions.  Mercantile  Trust  Co.  v. 
Niggeman,  119  Mo.  App.  56^  96  S.  W.  293. 

Sec.  630.    Broker  failing  to  name  purchaser  in  telegram  to 
principal  does  not  defeat  commissions. 

Where  a  broker  employed  to  the  effect  a  sale  has  found  a  pur* 
chaser  willing  to  buy  upon  the  terms  named,  and  of  sufficient 
responsibility,  he  is  entitled  to  the  commissions,  although  in  the 
telegram  announcing  the  sale  he  did  not  name  the  purchaser. 
Duclos  V.  Cunningham,  103  N.  T.  678,  6  K  B.  790.  Compare 
Sees.  241,  625. 

See.  630a.    Broker  entitled  to  compensation,  tbongh  he  did 
not  disclose  to  principal  buyer's  name. 

A  realty  broker  who  is  the  procuring  cause  of  his  principal's 
sale  of  realty  is  entitled  to  the  agreed  compensation,  though  he 
did  not  disclose  the  name  of  the  prospective  purchaser  to  his 
principal,  if  the  principal  was  not  prejudiced  by  such  non-dis- 
closure.   Byerts  v.  Schreidt,  180  P.  284,  —  N.  M.  Sup.  — . 

Sec  B31.    Where  vendor  sought  to  vary  terms,  and  purchaser 
refused  to  take,  broker  entitled  to  commissions. 

Evidence  in  an  action  for  broker's  commissions  held  sufficient 
to  show  that  he  procured  a  purchaser  on  the  terms  named  by 
defendant,  and  that  the  purchaser  refused  to  enter  into  a  con- 
tract because  defendant  sought  to  vary  the  terms.  Milne  v. 
IngersoU  Segeant  Drill  Co.,  104  N.  T.  S.  1053,  120  App.  Div. 
465 ;  Millan  v.  Porter,  31  Mo.  App.  563 ;  Buckingham  v.  Harrig, 
10  Colo.  455,  15  Pac.  817 ;  Smith  v.  Fairchild,  7  Colo.  510,  4  P. 
757 ;  Finley  v.  Dyer,  79  Mo.  App.  604 ;  McQuiUen  v.  Carpenter, 
72  N.  T.  App.  Div.  595,  76  S.  556 ;  Beehe  v.  Banger,  35  N.  T. 
Super.  Ct.  452;  Oorman  v.  Scholle,  13  Daly,  516;  Michaelis  v. 
Buffmann,  76  N.  T.  S.  973,  37  Misc.  830 :  Halprin  v.  Schachne, 
57  N.  T.  S.  735,  27  Misc.  195;  Hattenhack  v.  Gundersheimer, 
13  N.  T.  S.  814. 
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Sec.  632.    Broker  entitled  to  oonmiifleioiui  on  bringing  parties 
together,  thongh  they  contract  on  different  terms. 

A  land  owner  can  not  avail  himself  of  the  services  of  an 
agent  who  procured  a  purchaser,  to  effect  a  sale  himself  to  such 
purchaser,  and  thereby  deprive  the  agent  of  his  commissions, 
nor  can  he  merely  to  save  the  commissions  a^eed  to  be  paid 
to  the  agent,  effect  such  sale  at  a  small  reduction  from  the 
price  at  which  the  agent  was  authorized  to  find  a  purchaser, 
or  make  immaterial  changes  in  the  terms  of  the  sale.  Crook 
V.  Forsi,  116  Ala.  395,  22  S.  540;  Knowles  v.  Harvey,  10  Colo. 
App.  9,  52  P.  46;  Bryan  v.  Ahert.  3  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  180; 
Henry  v.  Stewart,  185  111.  448,  57  N.  B.  190 ;  Snyder  v.  Fearer, 
87  IlL  App.  275;  Lipsley  v.  Holridge,  71  HI.  App.  652;  Adams 
V.  Decker,  34  111.  App.  17;  Lawrence  v.  Atwood,  1  Til.  App. 
217 ;  McFarland  v.  lAllard,  2  Tnd.  Ai>p.  160,  28  N.  E.  229 ;  Welch 
V.  Young  (Iowa  Sup.  '99),  79  N.  W.  59;  Marlott  v.  Elliott,  69 
Kan.  477,  77  P.  104;  Coleman  v.  Meade,  13  Bush.  (Ky.)  358; 
Woods  V.  Stephens,  46  Mo.  555 ;  Henderson  v.  Mace,  64  Mo.  App. 
393;  O'Toole  v.  Tucker,  40  N.  T.  S.  696,  17  Misc.  664;  Jones  v. 
Henry,  36  K  Y.  S.  483,  16  Misc.  161;  Keys  v.  Johnson,  68  Pa. 
St  42;  Huntsman  v.  Arendt,  16  S.  D.  466,  93  N.  W.  653; 
Evans  v.  Gay,  38  r  Tex.  Civ,  App.  442,  74  S.  W.  676;  Rieger  v. 
Bigger,  29  Mo.  App.  421;  Corbdl  v.  Beard,  92  Iowa,  360,  60 
N.  W.  636;  Lestrade  v.  Perrara,  6  La.  Ann.  398;  Futrell  v. 
Reeves,  176  S.  W.  1151,  165  Ky.  282;  Friedenwald  v.  Welch,  140 
N.  W.  664,  174  Mich.  399 ;  Shober  v.  Blackford,  127  P.  329,  46 
Mont.  194;  Lord  v.  U.  8.  Trans.  Co.,  128  N.  Y.  Sup.  461,  143 
App.  Div.  437;  NoHhem  Im.  So.  v.  Alger,  147  N.  W.  100,  27 
N.  D.  467;  Merritt  v.  Am.  Caienng  Co.,  128  P.  1074,  71  Wash. 
426;  Oensett  v.  Robinson,  166  N.  Y.  Sup.  464;  Ooodwin  v.  Qun- 
ter,  196  S.  W.  848,  rev.  judg.,  142  S.  W.  664 ;  Ford  v.  Cole,  196 
S.  W.  661,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ;  Hoddle  v.  Malone  R.  E.  Co., 
196  S.  W.  347,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ;  Geo.  R.  Reed  &  Co.  v. 
Sturges,  163  N.  Y.  Sup.  669,  176,  —  App.  Div.  667;  Hanscom 
V.  Blanchard,  106  A.  291,  —  Me.  Sup.  — ;  Colvin  v.  Post  Mtge. 
£  Loan  Co.,  122  N.  E.  464,  —  N.  Y.  Ct.  App.  — ,  rev.  judg., 
159  N.  Y.  Sup.  361,  mot.  to  am.  remit,  den.,  123  N.  E.  860;  Red 
River  Valley  Loan  Co.  v.  Hutchins,  170  N.  W.  347,  —  N.  D. 
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Sup.  — ;  Alcers  v.  Moore,  209  S.  W.  241,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ; 
Cehn  V.  Reich,  175  N.  Y.  Sup.  660;  Ansory  v.  MacAlpine,  175 
K  Y.  Sup.  551 ;  Wehh  v.  Harding,  211  S.  W.  927,  afl.  judg.,  159 
S.  W.  1129,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ;  Jenkins  v.  Kay,  224  S.  W. 
1028,  —  Mo.  App.  — ;  WeJler  v.  Phillip  Gross  Realty  Co.,  180 
X.  W.  927,  —  Wis.  Sup.  — ;  Williams  v.  Fraker,  129  K  E.  413, 
—  Ind.  App.  — .    See  Sees  527,  68. 

Sea  SSSa.    Broker  contracting^  for  cmnmiBsion  on  list  price 
entitled  to  same  rate  on  greatly  rednced  price. 

Where  broker  was  to  receive  a  commission  of  2^^%  on  a  sale 
of  property  for  $260,000,  he  was  entitled,  when  through  his  ef- 
forts the  property  was  sold  for  $210,000,  to  2%%  commission  on 
the  latter  sum,  in  the  absence  of  a  subsequent  agreement  to  re- 
ceive less.    Pryor  v.  Scoit,  200  S.  W.  900,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

Sec.  533.    On  making  a  sale  defect  in  the  title  does  not  de- 
prive the  broker  of  right  to  commissions. 

A  broker  employed  to  effect  a  sale  or  lease  of  property,  or 
employed  to  effect  a  loan  on  the  security  of  real  estate,  who 
acts  in  good  faith,  is  entitled  to  the  commission,  although  the 
transaction  fails  of  consummation  because  of  a  real  or  alleged 
defect  in  the  principal's  title,  if  the  broker  had  no  knowledge 
of  the  defect  in  the  title  at  the  time  of  finding  the  customer. 
Clark  v.  H,  O.  Thompson  Co.,  75  Conn.  161,  52  A.  720 ;  Phelps 
V.  Preusch,  83  Cal.  626,  23  P.  1111;  Middleton  v.  Findle,  25 
Cal.  76;  Martin  v.  Ede,  103  Cal.  157,  37  P.  199;  SnvUh  v. 
Schiele,  93  Cal.  144,  28  P.  857 ;  Dotson  v.  MiUikin,  27  App.  Cas. 
(D.  C.)  500;  Attix  V.  Phelan,  5  Iowa,  336;  Davis  v.  Lawrence, 
52  Kan.  383,  34  P.  1051;  Remington  v.  Sellers,  8  Kan.  App. 
806,  57  P.  551;  Oomhart  v.  Reutschler,  72  111.  535;  Fitzpatrick 
V.  OUson,  176  Mass.  477,  57  N.  E.  1000;  Toombs  v.  Alexander, 
101  Mass.  255;  Peet  v.  Sherwood,  43  Minn.  447,  45  N.  W.  859; 
Oauthier  v.  West,  45  Minn.  192,  47  N.  W.  656;  Roberts  v. 
Rinnans,  65  Miss.  332,  3  S.  736;  FMerton  v.  Carpenter,  97 
Mo.  App.  197,  71  S.  W.  98 ;  Bruce  v.  Wolfe,  102  Mo.  App.  384, 
76  S.  W.  723 ;  Christensen  v.  Woolley,  41  Mo.  App.  53 ;  Ger- 
hart  V.  Peck,  42  Mo.  App.  644 ;  Holly  v.  Gosling,  3  E.  D.  Smith 
(N.  Y),  262;  Egan  v.  Kiefordorf,  38  N.  Y.  S.  81,  16  Misc.  385; 
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FtncJc  V.  Riner,  81  N.  T.  S.  625,  40  Misc.  218 ;  Doty  v.  Miller, 
43  Borb.  (N.  T.)  529;  Cusack  v.  AiTkman,  87  N.  Y.  S.  940,  93 
App.  Div.  579;  Strouf  v.  Kenney,  107  N.  Y.  S.  92;  Cox  v. 
Hawke,  93  N.  Y.  S.  1117 ;  Morgan  v.  Calvert,  110  N.  Y.  S.  855, 
126  App.  Div.  327 ;  Middleton  v.  Thompson,  163  Pa.  St.  112,  29 

A.  796;  McLaughlan  v.  Wheeler,  1  S.  D.  497,  47  N.  W.  816; 
Sweeney  v.  Ten  Mile  Oil  dk  Oas  Co.,  130  Pa.  St.  193,  18  A.  612 ; 
Cheatham  v.  Yarbrough,  90  Tenn.  77,  15  S.  W.  1076;  Parker 
V.  Walker,  86  Term.  566,  8  S.  W.  391 ;  Berg  v.  San  An^cmio  8t. 

B.  Co.,  17  Tex.  Civ.  App.  291,  42  S.  W.  647,  43  S.  W.  929  (T. 

C.  A.  '98),  47  S.  W.  921;  Hamberger  v.  Thomas  (Tex.  Civ.  App. 
'09),  118  S.  W.  770;  Conklin  v.  Krakauer,  70  Tex.  735,  11  S. 
W.  117;  Green  v.  Lucas,  33  L.  T.  K.  N.  S.  (Eng.)  584;  Oodley 
V.  Haley,  27  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  606;  Bankers'  Loan  &  Inv.  Co.  v. 
Spindle,  108  Va.  426,  625  E.  266;  PinkeHon  v.  Hudson,  113  S. 
W.  35  (Ark.  Sup.  '08);  John  Reis  £  Co.  v.  Zimmem,  120  N.  E. 
692,  224  N.  Y.  351,  rev.  judg.,  156  N.  Y.  Sup.  327;  Crum  v. 
Slade  &  Bennett,  214  S.  W.  441;  Williams  v.  Atkinson,  214  S.  W. 
604,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ;  Brownell  v.  Hanson,  186  P.  873,  — 
Wash.  — ;  B.  J.  (6  B.  F.  Camp  Lumber  Co.  v.  Tedder,  82  S. 
865,  —  Pla.  Sup.  — ;  Oilliam  v.  Jones,  225  S.  W.  417,  —  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  — ;  Morrow  v.  Oladhilh  111  A.  712,  —  B.  I.  Sup.  — . 

Sec.  634.    Where  customer  exercises  right  to  withdraw  if  title 
defective,  broker  barred  commissions. 

It  has  been  held  that  if  a  customer  reserves  the  privilege  to 
withdraw  from  the  transaction  in  case  he  finds  the  citle  de- 
fective upon  examination,  the  broker  is  not  entitled  to  com- 
missions upon  the  refusal  for  that  reason,  by  the  customer,  ex- 
ercising the  reserved  right,  to  complete  the  purchase.  Condict 
V.  Cowdrey,  139  N.  Y.  273,  34  N.  E.  781 ;  Crockett  v.  Grayson, 
98  Va.  354,  36  S.  E.  477 ;  Blankenship  v.  Ryerson,  50  Ala.  426 ; 
OxLchrist  v.  Clarke,  86  Tenn.  583,  8  S.  W.  572;  Johnson  v,  Sut- 
ton (Miss.  Sup.  '09),  49  S.  970;  Arthur  v.  Porter  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.  '09),  116  S.  W.  127.    See  also  Sec.  225. 

Sec.  635.    Where  broker  is  to  have  part  of  the  profits  on  the 
sale,  not  entitled  where  it  fails  by  defect  in  title. 

"Where  a  broker  agrees  to  sell  land  upon  condition  that  the 
owner  shall  first  make  $500  out  of  the  sale,  the  broker  to  have 
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the  rest  of  the  profit  as  his  commissions,  he  is  not  entitled  to 
the  commission  for  merely  finding  a  purchaser,  upon  a  sale  to 
such  purchaser  falling  through  on  account  of  a  defect  in  the 
title.  Seattle  Land  Co.  v.  Day,  2  Wash.  27  P.  74.  Compare 
Druker  v.  Ounn,  41  Kan.  496,  21  P.  637.    See  also  Sec  630. 

Sec.  536.  Paymeiitl  of  commiaaioiui  to  broker  may  depend  on 
the  transfer  of  title. 

Where  a  broker's  commissions  were  not  to  be  paid  for  until 
and  unless  title  passed  and  the  purchaser  failed  to  complete 
his  purchase,  no  right  to  commissions  accrued.  FUtichauer  y. 
Van  WycJc,  92  N.  T.  S.  241 ;  Cooper  v.  O'Neill,  103  N.  Y.  S. 
122,  53  Misc.  319;  Bruce  y.  Drake,  70  S.  273,  195  Ala.  236; 
Cine  V.  Kell,  124  P.  648,  18  Cal.  App.  675;  John  Reis  Co.  v. 
Zimmerli,  156  N.  T.  Sup.  327,  170  App.  Div.  502;  Costa  v. 
Schetz,  175  N.  Y.  Sup.  476.    See  also  Sees.  449,  458. 

Sec.  636a.  Broker's  oompensation  due  on  breach  by  vendor 
although  postponed  by  contract  till  title  passed. 

Where  a  real  estate  broker  agreed  that  compensation  should  be 
paid  when  title  passed,  that  stipulation  merely  fixed  the  time  for 
the  payment  of  conmiission,  and  the  broker's  right  to  the  same 
could  not  be  barred  by  the  vendor's  breach  of  contract.  Rosen^ 
thai  V.  Schwartz,  101  K  E.  1070,  214  Mass.  371 ;  Sivee  v.  Neu- 
mann,  123  N.  T.  Sup.  776,  67  Misc.  Bep.  605  (K  Y.  City  a.) 

Broker  having  produced  a  purchaser  able  to  buy  and  contract 
having  been  signed;  held,  entitled  to  commissions,  in  spite  of 
agreement  to  wait  for  them  until  title  passed.  Salmon  v.  Mayer, 
164  N.  Y.  Sup.  766. 

Sec.  637.  Broker  not  entitled  to  commissions  where  cnstomer 
refused  to  complete  purchase  on  account  of  a  supposed 
defect  in  the  title. 

A  land  agent  is  not  entitled  to  commissions  or  compensation 
for  procuring  a  purchaser  of  a  plantation,  where  it  is  shown  that 
the  intended  purchaser  declined  to  complete  the  contract,  with- 
out fault  or  neglect  on  the  part  of  the  principal,  on  account  of 
a  supposed  defect  in  the  title.    BlanJeenship  v.  Ryerson,  50  Ala. 
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426;  Gilchrist  v.  Clark,  86  Tenn.  563,  8  S.  W.  572;  Simmll  v. 
AHhur,  13  Ky.  L.  B.  (abst)  682;  Pfang  v.  Humberg,  30  Ohio 
Cir.  Ct.  B.  711;  WUUon  v.  Crawford,  130  S.  W.  227,  61  Tex. 
Civ.  Ap.  580;  Leonard  v.  Vaughan  &  Co.,  85  S.  E.  171,  117  Va. 
514,  L.  B.  A.  1915  E,  714;  ButU  Land  &  Inv.  Co.  v.  Williams, 
173  P.  580,  —  Mont.  Sup.  — .  Compare  Sees.  460,  547a.  See 
also  Sec.  541. 


Sec.  BS8.   Whether  prindpal  or  another  holds  the  title,  broker 
on  prodnchig  buyer  entitled  to  oommissions. 

Where  one  employs  a  real  estate  agent  to  find  a  purchaser  for 
property  which  he  represents  as  his  own,  and  on  the  agent  pro- 
ducing a  purchaser  ready,  able  and  willing  to  pay  the  price,  re- 
fuses to  complete  the  sale,  he  is  liable  to  the  agent  in  an  action 
for  the  usual  commissions,  whether  the  property  belongs  to  him 
or  to  another.  Stanton  v.  Barnes,  72  Kan.  541,  84  F.  116;  Cook 
T.  Piatt,  126  Mo.  App.  553,  104  S.  W.  1131;  Heimherger  v. 
Rudd,  138  N.  W.  374,  30  S.  D.  289;  Willner  v.  McDonnell,  185 
K  Y.  Sup.  837. 

Sec.  889.    Where  sale  defeated  by  want  of  title,  which  hei 
knew,  broker  barred  commisaione. 

Where  the  broker  knew  that  the  principal  held  only  a  mort- 
gagee's interest  in  the  property,  and  might  not  be  able  to  obtain 
title  by  foreclosure,  the  broker  could  not  recover  commissions  for 
negotiations  which  were  not  completed  because  the  principal  did 
not  obtain  title  through  such  proceedings.  Corbin  v.  Mechanics* 
it  Trader^  Bank,  106  N.  T.  S.  573,  121  App.  Div.  744;  Mont- 
gomery V.  Amster  (Tex.  C.  A.  '09),  122  S.  W.  307;  Cain  v.  Jffn- 
norette,  162  N.  W.  287,  —  Mich.  Sup.  — ;  Gettlum  v.  Lewis,  172 
N.  W.  387,  —  Mich.  Sup.  — ;  Brownell  v.  Hanson,  186  P.  873, 
—  Wash.  Sup.  — . 

Sec.  640.    Ignorance  of  contract  by  holder  of  record  title  did 
not  defeat  broker's  right  to  commiaaiona. 

Where  defendant,  having  an  option  on  land,  put  it  in  the 
hands  of  plaintiffs,  real  estate  agents,  to  trade,  and  they  traded 
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it  with  one  who,  as  well  as  defendaoit,  to  the  knowledge  of 
both,  had  agreed  to  pay  the  commissions,  their  right  to  recover 
a  commission  of  defendant  is  not  affected  by  the  fact  that  the 
owners  of  the  record  title  of  defendant's  land,  with  whom  plain- 
tiff claimed  no  contractual  relations,  did  not  know  of  the  agree- 
ment as  to  the  commission.  Cook  v.  Plait,  126  Mo.  App.  553, 
104  S.  W.  1131.  See  also  Sec.  454. 

Sec.  641.    Where  broker  produced  a  purchaser  and  a  sale 
failed  by  a  dispute  over  taxe%  broker  barred  commissions. 

A  broker  is  not  entitled  to  commissions  for  procuring  a  pur- 
chaser of  land,  where  the  principal  and  the  proposed  purchaser 
failed  to  consummate  the  sale  because  of  a  dispute  over  taxes. 
Outhman  v.  Meyer,  63  N.  T.  S.  971,  31  Misc.  810.  See  also 
Sees.  465,  33,  637. 

Sec.  642.    After  memorandum  contract  signed,  and  purchaser 
refused  to  pay  water  tax,  broker  entitled  to  conmussions. 

Defendant  employed  plaintiff  to  procure  a  purchaser  for 
certain  property  at  a  specified  price;  plaintiff  secured  a  pur- 
chaser at  the  price;  defendant  received  a  payment  down  and 
signed  a  memorandum,  expressinsr  the  conditions  of  the  agree- 
ment as  to  the  terms  and  time  of  signing  a  formal  contract, 
but  at  the  agreed  time  she  refused  to  sign  the  contract  because 
the  purchaser  would  not  pay  the  water  tax,  which  had  then 
become  a  lien  on  the  property.  Held,  that  plaintiff  was  entitled 
to  his  commissions.  Brand  v.  Nagle,  107  N.  T.  S.  156, 122  App. 
Div.  490.  See  previous  section. 

Sec.  643.    Unavailinff  efforts  to  perform  do  not  entitle  a 
broker  to  commissions. 

A  broker  is  entitled  to  no  compensation  unless  a  bargidn  be 
effected,  and  even  in  that  event  has  no  claim  for  reimbursement 
of  his  expenses.  Didem  v.  Buralde,  2  Rob.  (La.)  163;  Sfcer- 
lume  Land  Co.  v.  Ell,  92  Minn.  114,  99  N.  W.  419;  West  v. 
Demone,  128  Mich.  11;  87  N.  W.  95 ;  Shapiro  v.  Nadler,  99  N. 
Y.  S.  879,  51  Misc.  13 ;  Schane  v.  Storch,  107  N.  T.  S.  26,  56 
Misc.  484;  BaU  v.  Dolan  (S.  D.  Sup.  '08),  114  N.  W.  998; 
BaUey  v.  Carlton,  43  Colo.  4,  95  P.  542 ;  English  v,  Wm.  George 
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Beaiiy  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '09),  117  S.  W.  996;  Stevens  v. 
Backer,  141  S.  W.  1143,  162  Mo.  App.  284;  Norcoit  v.  Franken- 
herger,  191  111.  App.  480 ;  Ragmer  v.  Hohbs,  146  P.  906,  26  Cal. 
App.  298 ;  Harris  v.  Esperanza  Mining  Co.,  109  A.  826,  —  N.  J. 
Eq.  — .    See  also  Sees.  290,  309. 

Sec.  644.    To  entifle  a  broker  to  oonuniflsioxui  for  a  sale  his 
negotiatiomi  mnrt  be  nnintermpted. 

To  entitle  a  broker  to  commissions,  where  the  contract  con- 
cluded diflPers  from  that  which  the  broker  was  authorized  to 
negotiate,  the  negotiations  commenced  by  the  broker  must  have 
continued  uninterruptedly,  and  he  must  have  been  actively  in- 
strumental throughout  in  causing  the  parties  to  consummate  the 
transaction,  and  the  sale  made  was  satisfactory  to  the  ownera 
Woods  V.  Stephens,  46  Mo.  555;  Gold  v.  Sorrett,  26  N.  T.  S. 
124. 

A  broker  employed  to  procure  a  purchaser  of  realty  for  a 
fixed  per  cent,  of  the  price,  not  specified,  opened  negotiations 
with  a  third  person  and  introduced  him  to  the  owner.  The 
third  person  never  made  any  oflPer  to  the  broker,  and  the  owner 
refused  to  give  the  third  person  any  price  or  terms,  because 
others  were  then  negotiating  for  the  property.  The  broker  made 
no  further  efforts  to  bring  the  parties  togetKer.  Many  months 
later  the  owner  contracted  a  sale  to  the  third  -person.  Held, 
that  the  broker  was  not  entitled  to  commissions.  Wheeler  v. 
Beers  (Colo.  Sup.  '09),  101  P.  758. 

Sec.  545.    Undisclosed  agreement  to  divide  commiasiona  with 
purchaser,  does  not  bar  broker's  right  thereto. 

An  agreement  by  real  estate  agents  to  divide  their  commis- 
sions with  the  purchaser  of  land,  made  without  the  knowledge 
of  their  principal,  does  not  affect  their  right  to  recover  the 
commissions  which  said  principal  agreed  to  pay.  Scott  v.  Lloyd, 
19  Colo.  401,  35  P.  733;  Lemon  v.  Llaifd,  46  Mo.  App.  452; 
Lawler  v.  Armstrong  (Wash.  Sup.  '09),  102  P.  775;  Chase  v. 
Teal,  83  Tex.  333 ;  18  S.  W.  597 ;  Forst  v.  Farmer,  46  N.  T.  S. 
903,  21  Mise.  64. 
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8ec.  646.  Broker  not  entitled  to  commissions  until  he  has 
performed  his  nndertaUng. 

A  broker  is  not  entitled  to  compensation  nntil  he  has  per- 
formed his  undertaking.  Ivy  Coal  Co.  v.  Long,  139  Ala.  535^ 
36  So.  722 ;  Manby  v.  Turner,  13  Colo.  App.  358,  57  P.  862 ;  Cos- 
ion  V.  Quimhy,  178  Mass.  153,  59  N.  B.  653,  52  L.  B.  A.  785; 
West  V.  Stoeckeh  6  Ohio  Dec.  (Rep.)  1082,  10  Am.  L.  R.  309; 
Ball  V.  DoUn  (S.  D:  Sup.  '08),  114  N.  W.  998;  Wiggins  v.  Wii- 
son,  55  Fla.  346,  46  S.  1011;  8pilo  v.  Baumann-McWMrter 
Chemical  Co.,  157  N.  T.  Sup.  521 ;  Schano  v.  Storch,  137  N.  Y. 
Sup.  26,  56  Misc.  Rep.  484;  Bledsoe  v.  Lombard,  194  S.  W.  518, 
—  Mo.  App.  — ;  Thompson  v.  Byan,  174  N.  W.  15,  mod.  on  re., 
176  N.  W.  275,  —  Iowa  Sup.  — ;  Dunning  v.  Powell,  104  S.  E. 
73,  —  N.  C.  Sup.  — . 

If  an  entirety  broker  mnst  show  full  performance,  as  a  con- 
dition precedent.    Mechem  on  Ag.  Sec.  635. 

Sec.  646a.  In  some  States  recovery  may  be  had  for  partial 
performance  of  an  entire  contract  in  an  action  for  rea- 
sonable compensation  therefor. 

In  some  States  the  doctrine  of  quantum  meruit  prevails  to 
recover  on  failure  to  perform  an  entire  contract  the  reasonable 
value  of  the  services  rendered — ^Michigan,  Iowa,  Nebraska, 
Kansas,  Texas,  Indiana,  Missouri  and  Mississippi.  Mechem  on 
Agency  Sec.  637. 

Sec.  547.  Broker  not  entitled  to  commissions  for  procuring 
contract  subject  to  approval  which  is  withheld. 

A  broker  is  not  entitled  to  a  commission,  where  he  procures  a 
contract  between  the  parties  subject  to  approval,  and  that  ap- 
proval has  been  withheld.  Halprine  v.  Schachne,  54  N.  Y.  S. 
1103,  25  Misc.  797 ;  Hammond  v.  Crawford,  66  Fed.  425,  14  C. 
C.  A.  109 ;  Hamlin  v.  Schulte,  31  Minn.  486 ;  Gough  v.  Coffin 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.  '09),  120  S.  W.  210;  Oliver  v.  Saitler,  233  lU. 
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636,  84  K  E.  652 ;  Oban  v.  Ducharme,  106  A.  787,  —  Vt  Sup. 
— .    See  references  under  Sec  307. 

Sec.  647a.  Broker  entitled  to  commission  on  alternative  ooDp 
tracts  which  did  not  bind  the  buyer,  even  although  he 
approved  the  title. 

That  the  agreement  with  the  broker  was  in  the  altematiye, 
and  did  not  bind  the  buyer  to  buy  even  if  he  approved  the 
title,  would  not  defeat  the  broker's  right  to  compensation,  since 
it  was  the  fact  that  the  title  was  not  dear  to  the  purchaser 
that  defeated  the  sale.  Hamberger  v.  Thomas  (Tex.  Sup.  '10), 
126  S.  W.  561.  Compare  Sec.  637. 

Sec.  648.  Broker  obtaining  purchaser  for  vested  remainder 
on  different  terms  barred  commissions. 

Where  plaintiff  was  employed  to  sell  a  vested  remainder 
owned  by  defendant  for  $55,000  net  to  the  defendant,  the  pur- 
chaser to  receive  $175,000  if  the  life  tenant  should  live  less 
than  ten  years,  and  $195,000  if  she  should  live  more  than  eleven 
years,  and  the  purchaser  to  be  required  to  reassign  to  the  de- 
fendant $10,000  if  the  life  tenant  should  die  within  eleven 
years,  $20,000,  if  within  ten  years,  $25,000,  if  within  nine  years, 
and  $28,000,  if  within  eight  years,  and  the  purchaser  accepted 
the  proposition  to  buy,  and  instead  of  $195,000,  with  certain 
contingent  sums  to  be  reassigned  on  the  death  of  the  life  tenant 
within  ten  years,  not  corresponding  to  those  providied  in  the 
terms  of  the  contract  with  plaintiff,  he  was  not  entitled  to  re- 
cover the  agreed  compensation  for  his  services.  Header  v. 
Brown,  102  N.  T.  S.  32,  116  App.  Div.  734.  See  references 
under  Sec.  307. 

Sec.  649.  Broker  does  not  earn  commissions  if  contract  to 
be  void  if  first  payment  fails. 

A  broker  employed  to  effect  a  sale  does  not  earn  his  com- 
missions by  procuring  one  who  enters  into  a  oontract  with  the 
principal  which  provides  that  the  contract  shall  be  void  if 
the  first  of  several  payments  of  the  price  is  not  paid  within 
the  stipulated  time.    Bamsey  v.  West,  31  Mo.  App.  676;  Jones 
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y.  Eilenfelt,  28  Wash.  687,  69  P.  368 ;  Edwards  v.  Baker,  180  P. 
33^  —  Cal.  App.  — .    See  references  under  Sec.  307. 

Sec.  648a.    Broker  acquiring  intarait  in  pnrchaae  and  con- 
tract beyond  authority,  the  same  is  void. 

Where  brokers  in  executing  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  land  did 
not  follow  their  instructions  contained  in  the  option  contract  be- 
tween themselves  and  the  owner,  and  also  contracted  with  the 
purchaser  for  an  interest  in  addition  to  their  commissions,  with- 
out the  knowledge  of  the  principal,  the  contract  was  Toid.  Bob- 
ertson  v.  Allen,  184  F.  372,  107  C.  C.  A.  264. 

Sec.  650.    Variance  as  to  name  of  ranch  sold  did  not  d^ 
prive  broker  of  right  to  recover  commissionfl. 

Where  the  plaintiff,  in  an  action  by  a  broker  to  recover  com- 
missions, set  out  in  haec  verba  the  written  contract,  which  spoke 
of  the  land  as  the  ^^ Abbey  Banch,^'  the  fact  that  the  plaintiff 
showed  where  the  land  was  situate  did  not  create  a  variance  be- 
tween the  contract  set  out  and  the  one  pleaded  in  its  legal  ef- 
fect. Hill  V.  McCoy,  1  Cal.  App.  159,  81  P.  1015.  Compare 
Sec.  476. 

Sec.  561.   Broker  not  entitled  to  commieaions  for  contract  too 
vagae  for  enforcement  on  failure  of  cnatomer  to  take. 

A  real  estate  broker  employed  to  sell  property  procured  from  a 
prospective  purchaser  the  following  signed  memorandum :  ^^I  au- 
thorize Mr.  M.  to  offer  $220,000  for  Mr.  K.'8  house,  comer  of 
Sixty-fourth  and  Fifth  Avenue,  July  27,  1894,  signed,  J.  T. 
Martin.''  Held,  that  it  was  at  most  a  provisional  proposition, 
leaving  unexpressed  essential  details,  and  was  to  vague  and 
uncertain  to  entitle  a  real  estate  broker  procuring  it  to  his  com- 
missions from  the  vendor,  where  the  proposed  purchaser  re- 
fused to  complete  the  sale.  Montgomery  v.  Knicherbacher,  60 
N.  T.  S.  128,  27  App.  Div.  117.    See  also  Sec.  556. 
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Sec.  662.    Withdrawal  of  land  from  sale   entitled  brokor, 
under  contract,  to  compensation. 

By  the  terms  of  the  contract  of  employment  between  the 
owners  of  land  and  a  broker,  commissions  became  due  npon 
withdk'awal  of  the  property  from  sale  within  a  certain  time. 
EeJd,  that  the  notice  recited  that  it  was  given  under  the  con- 
tract by  the  owner  to  the  broker  not  to  sell  said  land,  that 
it  had  been  withdrawn  from  the  market  within  that  time, 
while  the  owner  was  repudiating  a  sale  by  the  broker,  was 
a  withdrawal  of  the  premises  from  sale  by  entitling  the  broker  to 
his  commissions,  not  as  damages  for  a  breach  of  the  contract  but 
as  a  debt.  Maze  v.  Gordon,  96  Cal.  61,  30  P.  962;  Oamble  v. 
Cleveland  Cliffs  Iron  Co.,  158  Fed.  49,  89  C.  C.  A.  379.  Com- 
pare Sees.  132,  585.  See  also  Sec  667. 

Sec.  663.    Withdrawal  and  sale  by  owner  in  good  faith  to  coa- 
tomer  bars  broker's  commissions. 

A  real  estate  broker  is  not  entitled  to  commissions  on  a  sale 
of  property  by  the  owner,  after  he  has  in  good  faith  with- 
drawn it  from  the  hands  of  the  broker,  at  a  time  when  no 
negotiations  are  pending,  though  the  sale  is  made  to  one  to 
whom  the  broker  made  an  effort  to  sell.  Stedman  v.  Richard- 
son, 100  Ky.  79,  18  Ky.  L.  R.  567,  37  S.  W.  259. 

Sec.  664.    Principal  paying  commissions  to  broker  before  pur- 
chaser withdrawing  can  not  recover  same. 

Where  a  principal  pays  a  broker  his  commission  before  the 
purchaser  withdraws  from  the  transaction,  the  broker  being 
entitled  thereto  will  retain  the  same.  Moore  v.  Irvin  (Ark.  Snp. 
'09),  116  S.  W.  662;  Conklin  v.  Krakauer,  70  Tex.  735, 11  S.  W. 
117 ;  Emerson  v.  Coddvngion,  55  N.  T.  Super:  Ct.  336.    Except 

when  the  broker  has  acted  in  bad  faith.    Lockwood  y.  Ealsey,  41 
Kan.  166,  21  P.  98. 
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860.  664a.    Owner  allowed  reoovery  of  withheld  money  from 
brokers  barred  reooTory  of  oommiiwions  paid. 

Where  an  owner  is  permitted  to  recover  from  her  brokers  the 
amount  they  realized  from  an  nndisclosed  offer  above  the  amount 
of  contract  price^  she  can  not  also  recover  the  commissions  paid. 
Baldwin  y.  Letois  H.  May  Co.,  181  N.  Y.  Sup.  121. 

See.  666.    Bndcer  entitled  to  oommiBsiona  where  sale  failed 
because  rights  of  two  heirs  were  not  acquired. 

Where  a  sale  of  land  negotiated  by  plaintiff  for  defendant 
failed  because  the  record  did  not  show  that  the  defendant  had 
acquired  the  alleged  outstanding  interests  of  two  heirs  in  the 
land,  plaintiff's  right  to  recover  commissions  was  not  affected 
by  the  fact  that  at  the  time  of  the  purchaser's  refusal  to  accept 
title  there  was  a  will  in  existence  under  which  defendant  ac- 
quired fuU  title  to  the  property,  and  of  which  will  none  of 
the  parties  had  knowledge.  Wea/i)er  v.  Bichards,  144  Mich.  395, 
108  N.  W.  382,  6  L.  B.  A.  n.s.  855.  See  Sec.  608. 

Sec.  666.    Where  purchaser  is  in  defavdt^  broker  not  entitled 
to  commissions. 

A  contract  for  the  purchase  of  real  estate  provided  that  the 
same  should  be  void,  at  the  will  of  the  vendor,  if  default  should 
be  made  by  the  vendee  in  completing  the  purchase  by  making 
the  future  cash  payments  and  executing  a  mortgage  for  the 
balance  of  the  purchase  price,  time  being  of  the  essence  of  the 
contract,  $500  cash  paid  upon  the  execution  to  be  forfeited  by 
the  vendee;  a  commission  contract  executed  at  the  same  time, 
provided  that  the  vendor  would  pay  the  broker  a  certain  sum 
if  the  contract  of  purchase  should  be  performed  by  mnking  the 
payments  and  executing  the  mortgage  as  provided.  Held,  that 
the  vendee  having  failed  to  make  the  deferred  cash  payments 
and  to  execute  the  mortgage,  the  vendor  having  been  ready, 
willing  and  able  to  perform  the  contract  until  such  de- 
fault, could  take  advantage  thereof,  cancel  the  contract,  and 
remove  the  cloud  from  the  record  by  appropriate  legal  proceed- 
ings; xmder  such  circumstances  the  commission  was  not  earned. 
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Van  Norman  v.  Fitchett,  100  Minn.  146,  110  N.  W  861;  Janes 
V.  Buck,  120  N.  W.  112,  judg.  afE.  on  re.,  126  N.  W.  462,  147 
Iowa,  494;  Smith  v.  Post,  139  P.  283,  167  Cal.  796;  Philips  t. 
Brown,  120  P.  464,  21  Idaho,  62;  Bailey  v.  Moorhead,  99  S.  W. 
39,  122  Mo.  App.  268 ;  Camp  v.  Dryer,  103  N.  Y.  Sup.  962,  119 
App.  Div.  134;  Avola  v.  Oppenheimer,  163  N.  T.  Sup.  421; 
Crook  V.  Trentman,  160  P.  1088,  —  Okl.  Sup.  — ;  Cunningham 
V.  Friendly,  139  P.  928,  70  Or.  222,  le.  den.,  140  P.  989,  70  Or. 
222;  Griffith  t.  Bradford,  138  S.  W.  1072,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ; 
Oswald  Realty  Co.  v.  Broussard,  169  S.  W.  163,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
— ;  Ennis  A  Dale  v.  Cater,  174  S.  W.  947,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ; 
Howell  V.  Bennett,  146  S.  W.  636,  103  Aik.  629 ;  Nutting  d  Co. 
T.  Kennedy,  86  S.  E.  767,  16  Ga.  App.  669 ;  Mason  v.  Miller,  179 
El.  App.  347;  Biggs  v.  Turhbull,  66  A.  13,  106  Md.  136,  8  L. 
B.  A.  (K  S.)  824,  11  Ann.  Cas.  783 ;  Levy  v.  Sonnebom,  138  N. 
T.  Sup.  286,  78  Misc.  Eep.  60 ;  Scott  v.  MerrilVs  Est.,  146  P.  99, 
74  Or.  668;  Kollman  v.  Brooks,  166  S.  W.  1007,  —  Tex.  Civ. 
^PP-  — ;  Taughan  v.  Pleasanton,  71  S.  E.  620,  112  Va.  608; 
Saunders  v.  Hockley  £  Hume  Co.,  208  S.  W.  670,  —  Mo.  Sup. 
— ;  Hawkins  v.  Oreen,  104  S.  E.  279,  —  W.  Va.  Sup.  — .  See 
also  Sees.  179,  661,  363a. 

Sec  557.    When  commiasionB  are  earned  by  broker. 

Where  an  agent,  given  authority  to  sell  land,  exercises  his 
discretion  as  to  price,  examines  the  title;,  and  fixes  the  price 
and  terms,  he  may  employ  a  real  estate  broker  to  find  a  pur* 
chaser,  and  a  sale  by  him  will  be  enforced,  if  he  was  required 
to  obtain  his  commission  in  addition  to  the  price  agreed  on,  al- 
though the  agent  may  have  been  requested  by  his  principal  not 
to  employ  a  sub-agent.  Benwick  v.  Bancroft,  56  Iowa,  527,  9 
N.  W.  367. 

One  for  whom  a  broker  assumes  to  act,  without  authority, 
may,  by  accepting  the  benefits  of  the  broker's  services,  ratify 
the  act,  and  so  make  himself  liable  for  compensation,  provided 
the  principal  does  so  with  knowledge  that  the  broker  assumed 
to  act  for  him  as  such.  Merrill  v.  Latham,  8  Colo.  263,  45  P. 
524 ;  Dayton  v.  Am.  Steel  Barge  Co.,  73  N.  T.  S.  316,  36  Misc. 
223;  McKvnne  v.  Hope,  118  Ga.  462,  45  S.  E.  413;  Downing 
V.  Buck,  135  Mich.  636,  98  N.  W.  388 ;  Hunt  v.  J&nes,  105  Mo. 
App.  106,  79  S.  W.  486 ;  CKades  v.  Cook,  84  N.  T.  S.  867,  88 
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App.  Div.  81;  Lyle  v.  Bennett,  70  N.  Y.  S.  283,  34  Misc.  476; 
Markham  v.  Washburn,  18  N.  Y.  S.  366;  McCormach  v.  Mo 
Caffery,  74  K  Y.  S.  836,  36  Misc.  775 ;  Twelfth  Street  Mwrket  v. 
JacJcson,  102  Pa.  St.  269 ;  Graves  y.  Baine,  78  Tex.  92,  14  S.  W. 
266.     Compare  Sec.  687. 

A  departure  by  a  real  estate  agent  from  the  terms  of  hia 
authority  is  cured  by  the  principal's  subsequent  ratificatioq^ 
and  the  compensation  fixed  by  the  original  contract  of  employ* 
ment  controls.  Oelait  v.  Ridge,  117  Mo.  553,  23  S.  W.  882. 
A  broker  employed  to  sell  at  a  certain  commission  may  employ 
a  sub-agent  for  a  share  of  the  commission,  and  recover  from 
his  principal  the  commission  agreed  to  be  paid.  Carter  v.  Web- 
ster,  79  111.  435 ;  Boyd  v.  Watson,  101  Iowa,  214,  70  N.  W.  120 ; 
Henmng  v.  Burch,  90  Minn.  43,  95  N.  W.  578 ;  Coming  v.  Cal- 
vert, 2  Hilt.  (N.  Y.)  56. 

A  real  estate  broker  who  undertakes  to  furnish  a  purchaser 
is  bound  to  act  in  good  faith,  and  when  one  is  presented,  the 
employer  is  bound  to  accept  him  or  to  pay  the  commission, 
provided  the  customer  is  able,  ready  and  willing  to  make  the 
purchase  on  the  terms  stipulated.  Coleman  v.  Meade,  13  Bush. 
(Ky.)  358;  Barber  V.  Heade,  30  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  R.  127;  Stewart 
V.  Fowler,  53  Kan.  537,  36  P.  1002;  Bach  v.  Emerich,  35  N.  Y. 
Super.  Ct.  548;  Fraser  v.  Wychoff,  63  N.  Y.  445;  Dreyer  v. 
Bwuck,  42  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  22,  3  Daly,  434;  Martin  v.  Billings, 

2  City  Ct.  B.  (N.  Y.)  85;  Pratt  v.  Patterson,  112  Pa.  St.  475, 

3  A.  858. 

In  an  action  for  a  commission  for  selling  property  where  it 
appeared  that  defendant  gave  plaintiff  a  written  option  to  pur- 
chase land,  it  is  competent  to  show  a  parol  agreement  by  which 
the  plaintiff  was  to  find  a  purchaser  and  to  receive  as  com- 
missions all  realized  on  the  sale  above  a  specified  amount,  and 
that  such  option  contract  was  executed  for  the  convenience  of 
plaintiff,  and  the  broker  was  held  entitled  to  recover  his  com- 
missions.   Riemer  v.  Rice,  88  Wis.  16,  59  S.  W.  450. 

An  agreement  by  real  estate  agents  to  divide  their  commis- 
sions with  the  purchaser  of  land,  made  without  the  knowledge 
of  their  principal,  does  not  affect  their  right  to  recover  the 
commissions  which  such  principal  agreed  to  pay.  Scott  v.  Lloyd, 
19  Colo.  401,  35  P.  733;  Lemon  v.  Lloyd,  46  Mo.  App.  452; 
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Chase  v.  Veal,  83  Tex.  333,  18  S.  W.  697;  Font  y.  Farmer, 
46  N.  Y.  S.  903,  21  Misc.  64. 

A  broker  may  be  entitled  to  compensation  other  than  a  com- 
mission; e.  g.,  for  finding  a  purchaser,  to  the  reasonable;  ffaw- 
Tcins  V.  Chandler,  8  Houst.  (Del.)  434,  32  A.  464;  Beister  y. 
Evans,  69  HI.  App.  181;  McMuHry  y.  Madison,  18  Neb.  291, 
26  N.  W.  86;  Donald  v.  Latoson,  87  N.  Y.  S.  485;  Alexander 
V.  Wakefield  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '02),  69  S.  W.  77;  Hodges  v. 
Bailey,  143  S.  W.  92,  102  Ark.  200;  or  agreed  value  of  the  ser- 
vices rendered.    Delaplaine  v.  Tumley,  44  Wis.  31. 

A  broker  may  be  entitled  to  a  commission  on  a  sale  effected 
by  the  principal,  without  the  broker's  co-operation,  if  the  con- 
tract so  provides.  Keniwell  v.  SkeJly,  130  Cal.  666,  62  P. 
1067;  Haskins  v.  Fogg,  60  N.  H.  402.    See  also  Sec.  662. 

If  a  broker  merely  brings  together  two  parties  who  de- 
sire to  exchange  or  sell  their  land,  and  his  employment  then 
ends,  and  the  parties  themselves  settle  the  terms  of  the  trans- 
action, he  is  a  ^lere  middleman  and  may  recover  a  oonmiission 
from  each  party,  if  each  has  agreed  to  pay  him.  Clark  v.  AlUny 
125  Cal.  276,  57  P.  985 ;  Manders  v.  Croft,  3  Colo.  App.  236, 
32  P.  836;  Cox  v.  Haren,  127  Ind.  325,  26  N.  E.  822;  MuUer 
V.  Kutzleb,  7  Bush.  (Ky.)  253;  Rnpp  v.  Sampson,  16  Gray 
(Mass.),  398;  Montross  v.  Eddy,  94  Mich.  100,  53  N.  W.  916; 
Ranney  v.  Donovan,  78  Mich.,  318,  44  N.  W.  276;  ChUds  v. 
Ptomey,  17  Mont  502,  43  P.  714;  Knauss  v.  Oottfried-Krueger 
Brewing  Co.,  142  N.  Y.  70,  36  N.  B.  867;  Norton  v.  Genesee 
Nat.  8av.,  etc.,  Ass'n,  68  N.  Y.  S.  32,  57  App.  Div.  520;  Siegel 
V.  Qould,  7  Lans.  (N.  Y.)  177;  Bonwell  v.  Auld,  29  N.  Y.  S. 
15,  9  Misc.  65;  Balheimer  v.  Bichardt,  55  How.  Pr.  414;  Havi- 
land  V.  Price,  26  N.  Y.  S.  757,  6  Misc.  372 ;  CoUins  v.  Fowler,  8 
Mo.  App.  588.  See  also  Sec.  476. 

Where  a  contract  is  signed  by  the  buyer  and  seller  which 
contains  stipulations  by  each  in  favor  of  the  other  of  nearly 
equal  value,  the  broker  who  brought  them  together  is  the  proper 
custodian  thereof,  in  the  absence  of  other  arrangements,  and 
a  delivery  to  the  broker  by  each,  after  signing,  amounts  to  a 
delivery  to  the  other,  and  the  final  delivery  by  the  seller  to 
the  broker  completes  the  execution  as  a  binding  agreement, 
so  as  to  entitle  the  broker  to  his  commissions  for  finding  a  pur- 
chaser.    Crreen  v.  HoUingshead.  40  HI.  App.  195. 
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Where  the  minds  of  the  Tender  and  the  purchaser  have  met 
on  a  contract  to  sell  real  estate,  the  broker  who  procured  the 
execution  of  such  contract  is  entitled  to  recover  his  promised 
commission,  notwithstanding  any  vagrueness  in  the  terms  of  the 
agreement.  FoUnsbee  v.  Sawyer,  36  N.  T.  S.  405,  15  Misc.  293, 
51  N.  E.  994,  157  N.  T.  196.  If  the  right  to  a  commission  is 
dependent  upon  the  payment  of  the  price  by  the  purchaser, 
the  broker  must  show  either  payment,  Burnett  v.  Edling,  19  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  711,  48  S.  W.  775,  or  a  tender  thereof,  or  he  is  not 
entitled  to  a  commission.    Fiske  v.  Soule,  87  Cal.  313,  25  P.  430. 

Under  a  contract  providing  for  the  payment  of  commissions 
**at  the  date  of  the  payment  of  the  purchase  price,'*  or  "in 
installments  acording  to  payments  by  said  purchaser,"  the  bro- 
ker was  entitled  to  his  commissions  on  each  partial  payment, 
payment  of  commissions  not  being  dependent  on  the  payment 
of  the  entire  purchase  price,  although  the  principal,  a  part 
owner,  received  no  part  of  the  payments.  Frank  v.  Bonnevie, 
20  Colo.  App.  164,  77  P.  363. 

A  proviso  in  a  broker's  contract  that  the  commission  shall 
be  payable  out  of  the  first  cash  payment,  is  not  a  condition 
precedent  to  the  broker's  right  to  recover  commissions,  and 
does  not  mean  that  unless  there  is  a  cash  payment,  there  is 
to  be  no  commission  paid.  Finch  v.  Chiardian  Trust  Co.,  92 
Mo.  App.  263. 

The  mere  fact  that  the  interest  and  insurance  clauses  in  the 
contract  of  sale  had  not  been  definitely  arranged  before  the 
day  on  which  the  contract  was  presented  for  signature,  no 
objection  being  raised  by  the  purchaser,  will  not  deprive  the 
broker  of  his  commissions.  Beebe  v.  Ranger,  35  N.  T.  Super. 
Ct.  452.  And  the  broker  does  not  lose  his  right  to  a  commis- 
sion merely  because  the  princiiwil  and  the  customer  can  not, 
in  an  agreement  for  an  exchange,  be  brought  to  terms  on  a 
particular  point,  if  they  come  to  a  general  agreement.  Wychoff 
V.  Bliss,  12  Daly  (N.  Y.),  324.    Compare  Sec.  33. 

The  right  of  a  broker  who  has  obtained  a  purchaser  is  not 
affected  by  the  fact  that  the  vendor  did  not  understand  the 
contract  as  written,  where  the  broker  himself  was  not  guilty 
of  fraud  or  deception.  Bach  v.  Emerich,  35  N.  T.  Super.  Ct 
548;  McKnight  v.  Thayer,  21  N.  T.  S.  440. 
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The  fact  that  the  contract  bound  the  pnrchaaer  only  to  forfeit 
a  cash  payment  of  $500  is  immaterial,  where  it  appears  that 
a  tender  of  the  whole  price  was  made  by  the  purchaser  to  the 
vendor,  who  refused  to  convey  the  property,  and  the  broker 
was  entitled  to  recover  commissions.  Fiske  v.  Sovle,  87  CaL 
313,  25  P.  430. 

There  are  cases  holding,  that  if  the  negotiations  between  the 
principal  and  the  customer  continue  uninterruptedly  after  the 
expiration  of  the  time  allowed  the  broker,  and  a  sale  is  made 
of  which  the  broker  is  the  procuring  cause,  he  is  entitled  to 
a  commission,  although  the  broker  did  not  bring  the  parties 
to  terms  within  the  time  limited  in  the  contract  of  employ- 
ment. Oriswold  v.  Fierce,  86  111.  App.  406;  Jaeger  v.  Olover, 
89  Minn.  490,  95  N.  W.  311 ;  Goffe  v.  Oibson,  18  Mo.  App.  1 ; 
Michaelis  v.  Oaeren,  41  N.  T.  S.  563,  9  App.  Div.  495,  75  N. 
T.  St.  952;  Ycmderveer  v.  Suydam,  31  N.  T.  S.  392,  83  Hun, 
116;  Shipman  v.  WilJceson,  112  N.  T.  S.  895;  Moore  v.  Holtnan 
E.  E.  Co.,  196  S.  W.  479,  —  Ark.  Sup.  — . 

To  be  entitled  to  a  commission  where  no  sale  is  actually  made, 
a  broker  employed  to  find  a  purchaser  must  either  produce 
to  the  owner  a  customer  who  is  able,  ready  and  willing  to  buy 
on  the  terms  prescribed  by  the  owner,  or  else  take  from  the  cus- 
tomer a  binding  contract  of  purchase.  Bingham  v.  Davidson,  141 
!Ala.  551,  37  S.  738 ;  Sharpley  v.  Moody,  44  S.  650,  152  Ala.  549; 
Sayre  v.  Wilson,  86  Ala.  151,  5  S.  157 ;  Crook  v.  Forst,  116  Ala* 
395,  22  S.  540;  Boy  son  v.  Frink,  80  Ark.  254,  96  S.  W.  1056; 
Chinn  V.  State  Bank,  99  Cal.  349,  33  P.  1105;  Hill  v.  McCoy, 
1  Cal.  App.  159,  81  P.  1015 ;  Carlin  v.  Lifuer,  2  Cal.  App.  590, 
84  P.  292;  Vandercoak  v.  WUmans  (CaL  App.  '06),  87  P. 
1116;  Shanks  v.  Michael,  4  Cal.  App.  553,  88  P.  596;  Coward 
V.  Clinton,  122  Cal.  451,  55  P.  147 ;  Quitzon  v.  Ferrin,  120  CaL 
255,  52  P.  632;  Zeimer  v.  Antisell,  75  Cal.  509,  17  P.  642; 
Masten  v.  Oriffing,  33  Cal.  Ill ;  Wagner  v.  Morris,  39  Colo.  106, 
88  P.  973;  Silherberg  v.  Chipman,  42  Colo.  20,  93  P.  1130; 
King  Fowder  Co.  v.  Dillon,  42  Colo.  316,  96  P.  439;  Ross  v. 
Smiley,  18  Colo.  App.  204,  70  P.  766;  Buckingham  v.  Harris, 
10  Colo.  455,  15  P.  817;  Carter  v.  Owens  (Pla.  Sup.  *09),  50 
S.  641;  Furlow  \.  Benoit  (La.  Sup.  '09),  50  S.  785;  Anderson 
V.  Olsen  (Minn.  Sup.  '10) ,  124  N.  W.  3 ;  Dotson  v.  MUliken,  27 
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App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  600,  209  U-  S.  237;  Janes  v.  Holladay,  3  App. 
Cas.  (D.  C.)  279;  Wiggins  v.  W^son,  55  Fla.  346,  45  S.  1011; 
Indian  Trust  Co.  v.  Sandlin,  125  Ga.  222,  54  S.  E.  65;  Phinzy 
y.  Biish,  129  Ga.  479,  59  S.  E.  259 ;  Wood  v.  Broderson,  12  Idaho, 
190,  85  P.  490;  Mercy  v.  Whallon,  115  111.  App.  435;  Fox  v. 
Eyan,  240  HI.  391,  88  N.  E.  974 ;  Scoii  v.  Stewart,  115  111.  App. 
535 ;  Lemon  v.  Carter,  116  111.  App.  421 ;  Whalen  v.  Core,  116 
Dl.  App.  504;  Newman  v.  Lumley,  125  111.  App.  382;  Oldham 
V.  Bowser,  125  111.  App.  543 ;  Waller  v.  Chambers,  128  111.  App. 
624;  Packer  v.  Sheppard,  127  HI.  App.  598;  Nolan  v.  East,  132 
Dl.  App.  634 ;  Long  v.  Hand,  57  111.  App.  134 ;  Faber  v.  Fai^^fc- 
an,  108  HL  App.  553 ;  KUpatrick  v.  McLaughlin,  108  111.  App. 
463;  Jeffries  v.  Loving,  106  111.  App.  380;  PhiUips  v.  JDow- 
%otrer,  103  111.  App.  50;  Monroe  v.  Snot/;,  131  111.  126,  23  N.  B. 
'401 ;  Ward  v.  Lawrence,  70  111.  295 ;  Fox  v.  Starr,  106  111.  App. 
273 ;  Hanrahan  v.  Ulrich,  107  111.  App.  626 ;  Schmidt  v.  Zceler, 
63  HL  App.  487 ;  Ispherding  v.  Wolf,  36  Ind.  App.  250,  75  N. 
E.  598;  Prov.  Trust  Co.  v.  Darraugh,  168  Ind.  29,  78  N.  E. 
1030;  Bamett  v.  Oluting,  3  Ind.  App.  415,  29  N.  E.  154,  927; 
LockuH>od  V.  Rose,  125  Ind.  588,  25  N.  E.  710;  McFarland  v. 
lAOard,  2  Ind.  App.  160,  28  N.  E.  229;  Flynn  v.  Jordal,  124 
Iowa,  457,  100  N.  W.  326 ;  Qrieb  v.  Koefier,  127  Iowa,  314,  106 
N.  W.  113;  Sherburne  La/nd  Co.  v.  Sexton,  130  Iowa,  85,  106 
N.  W.  378;  McDermott  v.  Mahoney  (Iowa  Sup.  ),  106  N.  W. 
925,  115  N.  W.  32 ;  McQuire  v.  -P^rfter,  125  Iowa,  533,  101  N. 
W.  279 ;  Tracey  v.  Forbes,  132  Iowa,  250,  109  N.  W.  772 ;  Clemr 
ents  V.  Stapleton,  136  Iowa,  137,  113  N.  W.  546;  Rounds  v. 
Alee,  116  Iowa,  345,  89  N.  W.  1098 ;  Cassady  v.  Sealy,  69  Iowa, 
509,  29  N.  W.  432 ;  Bird  v.  Phillips,  115  Iowa,  703,  87  N.  W. 
414;  Long  v.  Thompson,  73  Kan.  76,  84  P.  552;  Morris  v.  Fran- 
cis, 75  Kan.  580,  89  P.  901 ;  Sandefur  v.  Eines,  69  Kan.  168,  76 
P.  444;  Coleman  v.  Meade  fKy.),  13  Bnsh.  358;  Outhrie  v. 
Briflrfc*,  26  Ky.  L.  R.  1021,  82  S.  W.  985;  Jacob  v.  Buchnnan, 
11  Ky.  L.  R.  (abst.)  861;  Ci/m/  v.  Fetter,  15  Ky.  L.  R.  (abst) 
494 ;  Smith  v.  Lawrence,  98  Me.  92,  56  A.  455 ;  Comes  v.  How- 
ard, 180  Mass.  569,  63  N.  E.  122 ;  Rice  v.  Mayo,  107  Mass.  550 ; 
Holden  v.  flf^aria,  159  Mass.  503,  34  N.  E.  1069;  Whitaker  v. 
^nf/te,  111  Mich.  205,  69  N.  W.  493 ;  Hubbard  v.  Leiter,  145 
Mich.  387,  108  N.  W.  735;  McDonald  v.  iSfmttfc,  99  Minn.  42, 
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108  K  W.  291 ;  Peet  v.  Sherwood,  47  Minn.  347,  50  K  W.  241, 
929;  Rothschild  v.  Burritt,  47  Minn.  28,  49  N.  W.  393;  AfmdbU 
V.  Trwverse  Loav  Co,  (Minn.  Sup.  '09),  121  N.  W.  233;  Hubor 
check  V.  Hazard,  83  Minn.  437,  86  N.  W.  426;  FairchMd  v. 
Cunningham,  84  Minn.  521,  88  N.  W.  15;  Cullen  v.  BcK,  43 
Minn,  226,  45  N.  W.  428 :  Enochs  v.  Paxton,  87  Miss.  660.  40 
S.  14:',  Johnson  v.  Sxition  (Miss.  Sup.  '09),  49  S.  970;  Huggins  v. 
Eearne,  74  Mo.  App.  86 ;  McCray  v.  P/orf,  118  Mo.  ApT>.  672, 

94  S.  W.  998;  Morga^n  v.  Keller,  194  Mo.  663,  92  S.  W.  75; 
Veatch  v.  Norman,  95  Mo.  App.  500,  69  S.  W.  472;  SaUee  v. 
McMurray,  113  Mo.  App.  253,  88  S.  W.  157 ;  Broxmt  v.  Smith, 
113  Mo.  App.  59,  87  S.  W.  556 ;  Butts  v.  Buly,  85  Mo.  App.  405; 
Finley  v.  Dyer,  79  Mo.  App.  604 ;  Hayden  v.  Ortllo,  26  Mo.  App. 
289 ;  Chipley  v.  Lenthe,  60  Mo,  App.  15 ;  Gelott  v.  Ridge,  117 
Mo.  533,  23  S.  W.  882 ;  Goodson  v.  Emhleton,  106  Mo.  App.  77, 
80  S.  W.  22 ;  Harmon  v.  Enright,  107  Mo.  App.  560,  81  S.  W. 
1180 ;  Yoder  v.  White,  75  Mo.  App.  155 ;  Warren  v.  Cram,  71  Mo. 
App.  638;  Siemson  V.  Roman,  35  Neb.  892,  53  N.  W.  1012; 
Po^tnn  V.  Curran,  13  Neb.  302,  14  N.  W.  400;  Stewart  v.  S^mflfc. 
50  Neb.  631,  70  N.  W.  235 ;  Tracey  v.  Dea^,  77  Neb.  382,  109 
N.  W.  505;  Parker  v.  Estabrook,  68  N.  H.  349,  44  A.  484; 
Courtier  v.  Ly decker,  71  N.  J.  L.  511,  58  A.  1093;  Sibhald  v. 
Bethlehem  Iron  Co.,  83  N.  Y.  378 ;  Bloodgood  v.  fl^fcort,  98  N.  T. 
S.  775,  50  Misc.  286 ;  Moore  v.  Maguire,  98  N.  T.  S.  752 ;  Shapiro 
V.  Nadler,  99  N.  T.  S.  879,  51  Misc.  13;  O 'Toole  v.  Tucker,  40 
N.  T.  S.  695,  17  Misc.  554,  75  St.  101 ;  Martin  v.  Wermann, 

95  N.  Y.  S.  284,  107  App.  Div.  482 ;  MUler  v.  Barth,  71  N.  Y.  S. 
989,  35  Misc.  372,  74  N.  Y.  S.  869,  36  Misa  810;  Allen  v.  James, 
7  Daly  (N.  Y.),  13;  Seidman  v.  Banner,  51  Misc.  (N.  Y.)  10, 
99  N.  Y.  S.  862 ;  Behrman  v.  Marcus,  102  N.  Y.  S.  467 ;  LoveU 
V.  Clench,  101  N.  Y.  S.  174,  115  App.  Div.  635 ;  McGiU  v.  Oar- 
goula,  103  N.  Y.  S.  113 ;  Rosenstcin  v.  Bogel,  108  N.  Y.  S.  957, 
124  App.  Div.  527 ;  Willner  v.  Seale,  111  N.  Y.  S.  699,  127  App. 
Div.  180;  Van  Orden  v.  Morris,  18  Misc.  (N.  Y.)  579,  42  N. 
Y.  S.  473;  Moses  v.  Helmke,  41  N.  Y.  S.  557,  18  Misc.  357; 
Duclos  V.  Cunningham,  102  N.  Y.  S.  678,  6  N.  E.  790;  Miller 
V.  Irish,  67  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  256;  Smith  v.  Smith,  1  Sweeney  (N. 
Y.),  552;  Krahner  v.  Heilman,  16  Daly  (N.  Y.),  132,  9  N.  Y. 
S.  633;  Burling  v.  Ounther,  12  Daly  (N.  Y.),  6;  Folinsbee  v. 
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Sawyer,  28  N.  Y.  S.  698,  8  MIbc.  370;  Bamard  v.  Monnoti,  1 
Abb.  Dec.  (N.  Y.)  108,  3  Keyes,  203,  33  How.  Pr.  440;  Boyd 
V.  Imp.  Prop.  Holding  Co.,  120  N.  Y.  S.  850;  Verd»r  v.  Seaton/ 
83  N.  Y.  S.  159,  85  App.  Div.  196 ;  Dennis  v.  Charlick,  6  Hun 
(N.  Y.),  21;  Heinrich  v.  Kern,  4  Daly  (N.  Y.),  74;  Levy  v. 
Ruff,  22  N.  Y.  S.  744,  3  Misc.  147 ;  Steinhouse  v.  Elueppel,  81 
N.  Y.  S.  116,  80  App.  Div.  445;  Curtis  v.  Mott,  36  N.  Y.  S. 
983,  90  Hun,  439 ;  Folsom  v.  Lewis,  36  N.  Y.  S.  270,  14  Miae. 
605;  Mullenhoff  v.  Oensler,  15  N.  Y.  S.  673;  Raleigh,  R.  E. 
Trust  Co.,  V.  Adams,  145  N.  C.  161,  58  S.  B.  1008 ;  Ward  v. 
McQueen,  13  N.  D.  153,  100  N.  W.  253 ;  Eeintz  v.  Boehmer,  4 
Ohio  N.  P.  226,  6  Ohio  S.  &  C.  P.  Dec.  362 ;  Birch  v.  McNaught 
(Okla.  Sup.  '09),  101  P.  1049;  Yoder  v.  Randal,  16  Okla.  308, 
83  P.  537,  3  L.  R.  A.  N.s.  576 ;  Ball  v.  Dolan,  18  S.  D.  558,  101 
N.  W.  719 ;  Mattes  v.  Engel,  15  S.  D.  330,  89  N.  W.  651 ;  Howie 
V.  Batrud,  14  S.  D.  648,  86  N.  W.  747 ;  Omyski  v.  Menger,  15 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  448,  39  S.  W.  388;  Smye  v.  Groesbeck  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.  '02),  73  S.  W.  972;  Brackenridge  v.  Claridge  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.  '97),  42  S.  W.  1005,  reversed  91  Tex.  127,  144  S.  W. 
819;  43  L.  R.  A.  593;  Bamberger  v.  Thomas  (Tex.  Civ.  App. 
'09),  118  S.  W.  770;  Baldwin  v.  Smdth  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '09), 
119  S.  W.  Ill ;  Burnett  v.  Edling,  19  Tex.  Civ.  App.  711,  48 
S.  W.  775;  O'Brien  v.  GiUUand,  4  Tex.  Civ.  App.  40,  23  S.  W. 
244;  ReynoldS'McChiinness  Co.  v.  Oreen,  78  Vt.  28,  61  A.  556; 
Cooper  V.  Upton  (W.  Va.  Sup.  '09),  64  S.  E.  523;  Neely  v. 
Lewis,  38  Wash.  20,  80  P.  175 ;  Neclij  v.  Schultz,  38  Wash.  699, 
80  P.  176 ;  Muir  v.  Moeller,  46  Wash.  601,  90  P.  1042 ;  Barnes 
V.  German  8av.,  etc,  8oc.,  21  Wash.  448,  58  P.  569 ;  English  v. 
Wm.  George  Realty  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '09),  117  S.  W.  996; 
Little  V.  Fleischman  (Utah  Sup.  '09),  101  P.  984;  Frinck  v. 
GUbert  (Wash.  Sup.  '09),  101  P.  770;  Burden  v.  Briquilet,  125 
Wis.  341,  104  N.  W.  83 ;  Arnold  v.  Nat.  Bk.  Waupaca,  126  Wis. 
362,  105  N.  W.  828,  3  L.  R.  A.  N.s.  580;  OUver  v.  Katz,  l3l 
Wis.  409,  111  N.  W.  509;  McArfhur  y.  Slosson,  53  Wis.  41,  9 
N.  W.  784 ;  Frost  v.  Houx,  15  Wyo.  353,  89  P.  568 ;  McGavock 
V.  Woodlief,  20  Howard  (U.  S.),  221;  Brydes  v.  Clement,  14 
Manitoba,  588. 

If  the  broker  employed  to  find  a  purchaser  brings  to  the 
owner  a  person  who  is  able,  ready  and  willing-  to  buy  on  the 
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owner's  tenns^  he  is  entiUed  to  compensation,  although  he  does 
not  make  or  negotiate  a  binding  contract  of  purchase.  Btick- 
ingham  v.  Harris,  10  Colo.  455,  15  P.  817;  Monroe  v.  Snow, 
131  lU.  126,  23  N.  B.  401;  Ward  v.  Lawrence,  79  lU.  295; 
Ooodmanson  v.  Rosenstein,  114  111.  App.  243;  Fox  v.  Starr, 
106  111.  273;  Lockwood  v.  Rose,  125  Ind.  588,  25  N.  E.  710; 
Burling  v.  Chinther,  12  Daly  (N.  Y.),  6;  FoUnsbee  v.  Sawyer, 
28  N.  Y.  S.  698,  8  Misc.  370 ;  Heintz  v.  Boehmer,  4  Ohio  N.  P. 
226,  6  Ohio  C.  &  C.  PI.  Dec.  362 ;  Mattes  v.  Engel,  15  S.  D.  330, 
89  N.  W.  651 ;  Barnes,  v.  German,  etc.,  Sav.  Soc,  21  Wash.  448, 
58  P.  569;  Brydes  v.  Clement,  14  Manitoba,  588;  Marriott  v. 
Brennan,  14  Ont.  L.  R.  508,  10  Ont.  W.  B.  159;  WUlard  v. 
Wright  (Mass.  Sup.  W),  89  N.  B.  559 ;  Dean  v.  WiUiams  (Wash. 
Sup.  '10),  106  P.  130;  Beongher  v.  Clark  (Kan.  Sup.  '09),  106 
P.  39;  Simmons  v.  Oneth  (Mo.  App.  '10),  124  S.  W.  534;  Wat- 
Wiw  V.  Thomas  (Mo.  App.  '10) ,  124  S.  W.  1063 ;  Slayhack  v. 
Wetzel  (Me.  App.  '09),  123  S.  W.  982. 

A  broker  employed  to  sell  lands,  as  distinguished  from  a  Im^ 
ker  employed  merely  to  find  a  purchaser,  to  be  entitled  to  oom- 
X>ensation,  must  effect  a  sale  or  procure  from  his  customer  a 
binding  contract  therefor.  Ormshy  v.  Oraham,  123  Iowa,  202, 
98  N.  W.  724. 

An  offer  to  buy  290,000  feet  of  land,  to  be  taken  from  a  par- 
cel containing  500,000  feet,  said  290,000  feet  to  be  divided 
as  to  front  and  back  lands  from  the  whole  parcel  as  nearly  equal 
as  i>os8ible,  where  accepted  by  the  owner  of  the  land,  entitles 
the  broker  employed  to  find  a  purchaser  therefor  to  his  com- 
mission, and  the  owner  will  not  be  heard  to  say  it  is  too  in- 
definite.   Monk  V.  Parker,  180  Mass.  246,  63  N.  B.  793. 

Where  the  owner  of  property  placed  it  with  a  real  estate 
broker  for  sale,  who  accordingly  advertised  it,  and  the  pur- 
chaser thus  derived  information  that  the  property  was  for  sale, 
and  afterwards  negotiated  directly  with  the  owner  and  pur- 
chased the  property,  the  broker  was  entitled  to  his  commis- 
sions. Kilboum  v.  King,  6  D.  C.  310;  Tyler  v.  Parr,  52  Mo. 
249 ;  BeU  v.  Kaiser,  50  Mo.  150 ;  Anderson  v.  Cox,  16  Neb.  10, 
20  N.  W.  10;  Kieman  v.  Bloom,  86  N.  Y.  S.  899,  91  App.  Div. 
429;  Jackson  v.  Carrick,  25  Weekly  Notes  Gas.  (Pa.)  132.  There 
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is  authority  to  support  the  contrary  doctrine.  Charlton  y. 
Wood,  11  Heisk.  (Tenn.)  19. 

Where  a  broker  employed  to  sell  land  negotiates  nnsnccess- 
fullj  with  another  broker,  and  the  latter  subsequently  obtains 
authority  from  the  principal  under  which  he  effects  a  sale,  the 
fact  that  the  broker  after  the  sale  was  promised  by  the  pur- 
chaser an  interest  in  the  profits  of  the  land,  in  consideration 
that  he  should  look  after  it,  and  try  to  effect  a  sale  at  an  in^ 
creased  price,  did  not  constitute  him  a  purchaser  so  as  to  en- 
title the  first  broker  employed  to  the  commission.  DonviUe  v. 
Comstock,  110  Mich.  693,  69  N.  W.  79. 

Plaintiff  was  employed  by  defendant  to  sell  certain  prem- 
ises, and  procured  a  purchaser  at  $7,000,  to  be  paid  by  the 
assumption  of  a  first  mortgage  for  $3,500,  $2,500  in  cash,  and 
the  giving  of  a  second  mortgage  for  $1,000,  with  interest  at 
five  per  cent.;  this  offer  was  accepted  and  a  written  contract 
prepared,  which  provided  that  the  $1,000  should  be  evidenced 
by  a  demand  note;  the  purchaser  declined  to  perform  unless 
given  six  months  within  which  to  pay  the  latter  amount;  the 
owner  refused  to  extend  the  credit  longer  than  sixty  days;  it 
was  held  that  under  his  agreement  the  purchaser  was  entitled 
to  a  reasonable  time  within  which  to  pay  such  sum,  and  as  his 
demand  for  six  months  was  reasonable,  plaintiff  was  entitled 
to  commissions  for  the  sale.  Wendle  v.  Palmer,  77  Conn.  12, 
58  A.  12. 

If  the  principal  enters  into  a  contract  with  the  purchasep 
furnished  by  the  broker,  the  principal  will  be  held  to  have 
favorably  determined  the  purchaser's  responsibility  and  the 
commission  is  due,  although  the  purchaser  proves  irresponsible. 
Stievel  v.  Lolly,  89  Ark.  195,  115  S.  W.  1134 ;  Wray  v.  Carpen- 
ter, 16  Colo.  271,  27  P.  248;  Wright  v.  Brown,  68  Mo.  App. 
577 ;  Brady  v.  Foster,  75  N.  T.  S.  994,  72  App.  Div.  416 ;  Soiaje 
V.  Schubert,  174  P.  364,  —  Cal.  App.  — .  Compare  Butler  v. 
BaJcer,  17  B.  I.  582,  23  A,  1019. 

As  a  slaughter  house  erected  on  the  lot  purchased  i§  nol 
shown  to  be  a  nuisance,  and  there  is  nothing  in  the  letter  or 
spirit  of  the  contract  to  prevent  the  use  of  the  lot  for  that 
purpose,  defendant  can  not  resist  plaintiff's  claim  for  commis- 
sions, because  the  lot  is  so  used.  Kavanaugh  v.  Ballard,  21 
Ky.  L.  B.  1683,  56  S.  W.  159. 


602  AHSBIOAN  LAW  BSAL  B8TATE  AGENCY. 

Where  W.  agrees^  for  a  valuable  coBsideration,  to  pay  to  a 
broker  a  certain  stun  in  case  either  "W.  or  G.  shoald  ''sell"  the 
described  premises,  a  bargain  made  by  W.,  unaided  by  G.,  to 
sell  the  land,  and  a  conveyance  accordingly  by  himself  and  wife, 
was  a  sale  within  the  meaning  of  the  contract.  Qoward  v.  Wo- 
ters,  98  Mass.  596. 

An  agent  for  the  sale  and  management  of  the  estates  of  ah- 
sent  proprietors  was  held  to  be  entitled  to  ten  per  cent,  on  all 
collections  made  by  him  and  remitted,  and  to  a  per  diem  al* 
lowance  for  the  days  spent  by  him  in  the  management  of  the 
estate.    West  N.  J.  Society  v.  Morris,  Peters  (U.  S.  C.  C),  59. 

Under  a  contract  by  which  defendant  agreed  to  pay  plaintiff 
a  specified  commission  if  he  (defendant)  succeeded  in  selling 
his  land  on  certain  terms  to  a  person  whom  plaintiff  had  brought 
to  him,  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  commission,  whether  the  sub- 
sequent sale  to  that  person  was  effected  through  plaintiff's  ef- 
forts, or  direct  by  defendant,  or  through  the  efforts  of  some 
third  person.    Oo^ige  v.  Hoyt,  127  Iowa,  340,  101  N.  W.  463. 

Under  a  contract  to  pay  plaintiff  a  certain  commission  on 
a  sale  of  defendant's  farm,  or  any  part  of  it,  at  a  certain  price 
accepted  by  defendant,  where  plaintiff  offered  the  farm  to  a 
party  who  subsequently  bought  it  through  another  agency, 
plaintiff  was  not  bound  to  actually  make  a  sale  to  entitle  him 
to  a  commission,  since  the  contract  merely  implied  an  employ- 
ment to  assist  in  making  a  sale.  Terry  v.  Reynolds,  111  WiEL 
122,  86  N.  W.  557. 

A  Frenchman  residing  in  Iowa  wrote  to  his  neighbor,  also 
a  Frenchman  and  a  land  broker,  who  had  gone  on  a  visit  to 
France,  to  procure  him  a  purchaser  for  his  farm  at  $4,000,  for 
which  he  would  allow  him  $200  brokerage.  The  broker  was 
approached  a  year  later  by  a  Frenchman  in  New  York  who 
desired  to  purchase  a  farm.  The  broker  took  him  to  Iowa, 
showed  him  the  farm  in  question,  told  the  seller  to  be  reason- 
able in  his  terms,  and  afterwards  remarked  to  a  witness  that 
he  had  fetched  the  seller  to  terms.  The  purchaser  took  the 
land  at  $4,000.  Held,  that  the  evidence  was  insufficient  to  show 
that  the  broker  was  the  agent  of  the  buyer,  and  not  of  the 
seller,  and  that  he  was  entitled  to  the  agreed  compensation  of 
$200.    Dubois  v.  Dubois,  54  Iowa,  216,  6  N.  W.  261. 
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An  agreement  by  brokers  affecting  an  exchange  of  lands 
that  the  owner  of  one  piece  shall  pay  no  conunisBions  until  they 
have  placed  niortga&:es  on  the  other  piece,  is  merely  a  condi- 
tion,  and  the  commission  is  one  on  the  exchange,  and  not  the 
result  of  the  distinct  transaction.  Parker  v.  Merrill,  173  Mass. 
391,  53  N.  E.  913. 

Where  a  broker,  having  but  a  limited  time  within  which 
to  effect  a  sale,  failed  to  do  so  within  that  time,  and  the  prin- 
cipal declined  to  be  further  bound;  and  subsequently,  the  bro- 
ker sought  to  have  him  again  consent  to  make  the  sale,  and  to 
induce  him  to  do  so  agreed  to  charge  less  commissions  than 
those  contemplated,  and  thus  procured  the  seller  to  consum- 
mate a  sale,  the  commissions  of  the  broker  are  to  be  charged 
under  the  new  contract  and  not  that  originally  made.  Phimy 
V.  Bush,  129  Ga.  479,  59  S.  E.  259. 

A  broker  who  accomplishes  the  purposes  of  his  agency  in 
accordance  with  his  instructions  earns  his  compensation.  Har* 
vey  V.  Hamilton,  155  111.  377,  40  N.  E.  592 ;  Sloihoom  v.  Simp- 
son  Lumber  Co.,  136  P.  641,  67  Or.  516,  Ann.  Gas.  1915  C,  339, 
den.  re.,  115  P.  889,  67  Or.  516. 

Broker  entitled  to  commission  for  purchaser  procured  by  bro- 
ker's sub-agent  with  owner's  knowledge.  Bound  v.  Simkins,  151 
S.  W.  572 ;  Strickland  v.  Fairfax,  65  S.  E.  177,  110  Va.  142 ; 
Tilton  V.  James  L.  Gates  Land  Co.,  121  N.  W.  331,  140  Wis.  197. 

Where  P.  obtained  a  lease  of  certain  land  from  defendant  for 
the  benefit  of  an  undisclosed  corporation,  of  which  be  was  man- 
ager and  for  which  he  was  acting,  defendant's  want  of  knowledge 
of  the  corporation  was  no  bar  to  its  subsequent  right  to  recover 
commissions  for  the  alleged  sale  of  land  through  its  efforts.  Sat- 
isfaction Title  £  Inv.  Co.  v.  York,  131  P.  444,  54  Colo.  566. 

The  mere  fact  that  plaintiff  urged  B.  to  look  at  defendant's 
farm,  concerning  which  he  already  had  full  knowledge,  did  not 
constitute  a  "showing"  of  the  farm  to  B.  within  tlie  provisions 
of  the  contract  obligating  defendant  to  pay  commissions  in  case 
of  a  sale  to  any  person  to  whom  plaintiff  had  shown  the  land. 
Winthrop  Land  Co.  v.  Utley,  125  N.  W.  164,  146  Iowa,  310. 

Where  plaintiffs  were  engaged  to  visit  various  towns  and  fur- 
nish defendants  with  information  in  regard  to  and  to  assist  them 
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in  piocuriiig  lots  to  be  platted,  the  agency  did  not  require  plain- 
tiffs to  make  purchases  or  bring  defendants  into  direct  communi- 
cation with  the  owners  of  the  land  found.  J.  A»  Dean  £  Son  v. 
OoodricK  140  N".  W.  435,  160  Iowa,  98. 

Where  defendant  agreed  to  pay  plaintiffs  half  the  commission 
on  a  sale  of  any  East  Texas  land  to  parties  sent  to  defendant  by 
plaintiffs,  it  was  not  necessary,  to  entitle  plaintiffs  to  recover 
commission,  that  the  purchaser  sent  to  defendant  intended  to 
purchase  a  particular  tract.  Trice  &  Ludolph  y.  Cone,  163  S.  W. 
587,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

Where  broker  sells  lands  on  terms  different  from  those  in  list 
agreement,  the  owner  assenting  to  the  sale  on  understanding  that 
commission  shall  be  different  from  that  first  agreed  on,  no  com- 
mission, other  than  that  fixed  by  new  agreement,  is  recoverable. 
Paulson  V.  Reeds,  167  N".  W.  371,  —  K  D.  Sup.  — . 

Where  broker's  commission  is  dependent  upon  certain  condi- 
tions or  contingencies,  as  upon  a  consummation  of  sale,  or  pay- 
ment of  the  purchase  price  or  a  specified  part  thereof,  or  a  net 
price  to  the  owner,  these  stipulations  will  govern,  and  a  fulfill- 
ment of  the  prescribed  conditions  is  generally  essential  to  the 
right  of  recovery  of  compensation.  WUUamson  B.  E.  Co.  v. 
Sasser,  103  S.  E.  73,  —  K  C.  Sup.  — . 

Sec.  668.    When  commiaaions  are  not  earned  \xj  broker. 

Ordinarily  a  broker  is  not  entitled  to  commissions  for  per- 
forming services  which  by  the  local  custom  are  rendered  gra- 
tuitously. Courey  v.  Hoover,  10  La.  Ann.  437.  If  a  broker  em- 
ployed to  negotiate  a  loan  abandons  the  employment  he  is  not 
entitled  to  a  commission  on  the  transaction  being  afterwards 
effected.  Everett  v.  Farrel,  11  Ind.  App.  185,  38  K  E.  872; 
Bouscher  v.  Larkens,  32  N.  Y.  S.  305,  84  Hun,  288;  Holley  v. 
Townsend,  2  Hilt.  (K  T.)  34.     See  also  Sec.  292. 

An  agency  to  buy,  sell  exchange  or  lease  property  is  revocable 
at  any  time  before  sale,  unless  coupled  with  an  interest  or 
given  for  a  valuable  consideration,  and  after  his  authority  has 
been  withdrawn  a  broker  is  not  entitled  to  compensation  for 
finding  a  purchaser.     Brown  v.  Pfau,  38  Cal.  550;  Young  v. 


OOIOCISSION  AND  OOXPIKSATION  OF  AOBNTS.  605 

%  168  lU.  428,  42  K  E.  139;  Wilson  v.  Dyer,  12  Ind. 
'App.  320,  39  N.  E.  163;  Kavanaugh  v.  BaUard,  21  Ky.  L.  B. 
1683,  56  S.  W.  159 ;  Cadigan  v.  Crahtree,  186  Maas.  7,  70  N.  E. 
1033, 179  Maw.  474,  61 N.  E.  37,  55  L.  B.  A.  77,  66  L.  R.  A.  982 ; 
West  V.  Dennis,  128  Mict  11,  87  N.  W.  95 ;  Fairckild  v.  Cun- 
ninghamy  84  Minn.  521,  88  N.  W.  15;  Kesierson  v.  Chcmvrani 
(Mo.  App.  *02),  70  S.  W.  1091;  Green  v.  Wright,  36  Mo.  App. 
298 ;  Vincent  v.  Woodland  OH  Co.,  165  Pa.  St.  402,  30  A.  991. 

Where  an  agent's  authority  to  sell  lands  is  revoked,  and 
the  owner  in  good  faith  thereafter  sells  upon  less  favorable 
terms  to  one  who  had  declined  to  purchase  from  the  agent, 
such  agent  is  not  entitled  to  commissions.  Bailey  v.  Smith,  103 
Ala.  641,  15  S.  900;  Uphof  v.  Ulrich,  2  HI.  App.  399;  Blodgett 
V.  Sioux  City,  etc.,  E.  Co.,  63  Iowa,  606,  19  N.  W.  799 ;  OiUett 
V.  Corum,  5  Kan.  608 ;  Stedmtm  v.  Richardson,  100  Ky.  79,  37 
S.  W.  259,  18  Ky.  L.  R.  567 ;  Beeler  v.  CressweU,  3  Md.  196 ; 
Cadigan  v.  Crabtree,  179  Mass.  474,  61  N.  E.  37,  55  L.  R.  A.  77 ; 
Alden  v,  Earle,  4  N.  Y.  S.  548,  56  Super.  Ct.  366 ;  MaOonee  v. 
Young,  119  N.  C.  549,  26  S.  E.  141 ;  Neal  v.  Lehnum,  11  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  461,  34  S.  W.  153;  Corse  v.  KeUy  (Kan.  Sup.  '09), 
101  P.  1016.   1016 ;  Ernst  v.  Oanahl  137  P.  256,  166  Cal.  493. . 

A  broker  who  fails  to  procure  a  license  to  carry  on  his  bud« 
ness,  in  most  of  the  localities  where  that  is  required  by  law, 
can  not  recover  commissions  for  acting  as  such.  Whitfield  v. 
Huling,  50  111.  App.  179;  Eckert  v.  Collot,  46  HI.  App.  361; 
Richardson  v.  Brix,  94  Iowa,  626;  63  N.  W.  325;  Young  v. 
Denning,  52  Kan.  629,  35  P.  207 ;  BucUey  v.  Humason,  50  Minn. 
195,  52  N.  W.  385 ;  Johnson  v.  Hvlings,  103  Pa.  St.  498 ;  Steven^ 
son  V,  Eumg,  87  Tenn.  46,  9  S.  W.  230;  Wicks  v.  CarUsle,  12 
Okla.  337,  72  P.  377;  Saule  v.  Ryan  (Tenn.  Ch.  App.  '99),  53 
S.  W.  977;  CosteUo  v.  Goldbeck,  9  Phila.  (Pa.)  158. 

Where  a  sub-agent  conceals  from  the  principal  the  fact  that 
he  is  aeting  for  the  agent,  the  latter  can  not  recover  commis- 
sions.   Mullen  V.  Bowen,  22  Ind.  App.  294,  53  N.  E.  790. 

If  a  broker  emploj'^ed  to  sell  property,  buys  it  for  himself, 
and  does  this  without  the  consent  of  his  principal,  he  is  not 
entitled  to  commissions.  Finnerty  v.  Fritz,  5  Colo.  174;  Ham- 
mond V.  Bookwalter,  12  Ind.  App.  177,  39  N.  E.  872;  Jansen 
V.  Williams,  36  Neb.  869,  55  N.  W.  279,  20  L.  R.  A.  207 ;  Powers 
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V.  Black,  159  Pa.  St.  163,  28  A.  133;  MHUr  v.  Holland,  1  Weekly 
Notes  Cas.  (Pa.)  36;  Ryijm  v.  KaUer  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  ^98),  46 
S.  W.  71. 

All  agreements  between  a  real  estate  agent  or  broker  and 
a  proposed  purchaser  touching  the  subject  matter  of  his  em- 
ployment which  are  not  disclosed  to  his  principal  should  be 
scrutinized  closely,  and  if  not  found  compatible  with  entire  in- 
tegrity and  good  faith  toward  his  principal,  they  will  defeat  the 
agent's  claim  for  commissions  from  his  principal.  Hobart  y. 
Sherburne,  66  Minn.  171,  68  N.  W.  841. 

One  emplo3dng  a  broker  to  sell  property^  without  giving  to 
him  the  exclusive  right  to  sell,  may  negotiate  a  sale  himself^ 
and,  if  he  does  so  without  the  agency  of  the  broker,  and  be- 
fore the  latter  has  procured  a  purchaser,  he  is  not  liable  to 
the  broker  for  commissions,  although  the  broker  produced  a 
purchaser  after  a  sale  by  the  owner.  Hill  v.  Jeff,  55  Ark.  574, 
18  S.  W.  1047 ;  Waterman  v.  Boltinghouse,  82  Cal.  659,  23  P. 
195 ;  Dolan  v.  Scanlan,  57  Cal.  261 ;  Doanan  v.  Ives,  73  Ghi.  295 ; 
Curtis  V.  Wagner,  98  111.  App.  345 ;  Stewart  v.  Murray,  92  Ind. 
643;  Buck  V.  Hogeboom,  125  Iowa,  526,  90  N.  W.  635;  McCUwe 
\r.  Paiw,  49  N.  Y.  561 ;  Brown  v.  Snyder,  68  N.  Y.  S.  224,  57 
App.  Div.  413;  Chilton  v.  Butler,  1  B.  D.  Smith  (N.  Y.),  150; 
Scherer  v.  Colwell,  87  N.  Y.  S.  490,  43  Misc.  390;  Harris  v. 
Bogers,  15  N.  Y.  St.  396 ;  Evans  v.  Oay,  38  Tex,  Civ.  App.  442, 
74  S.  W.  575.  See  also  Sees.  142,  449. 

Where  a  broker  is  instructed  by  his  principal  to  ascertain 
the  actual  rentals  of  a  property  sought  in  exchange,  and  the 
agent  procures  an  erroneous  statement  thereof,  although  believ- 
ing it  to  be  true,  where  the  principal  reUes  on  it  and  he  con* 
tracts  to  exchange  the  property,  but  rescinds  the  contract  on 
learning  the  facts,  the  broker  is  not  entitled  to  compensaticHL 
Marcus  v.  Bloomingdale,  71  N.  Y.  S.  374,  63  App.  Div.  227. 

A  broker  who  is  unsuccessful  in  effecting  a  transaction  sub- 
ject to  the  approval  of  his  principal,  is  not  entitled  to  a  com- 
mission upon  a  sale  subsequently  made  by  another  broker.  Ooin 
V.  Hess,  102  Iowa,  140,  71  N.  W.  218;  Latshaw  v.  Moore,  53 
Kan.  234,  36  P.  342 ;  Walton  v.  N.  O.,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  23  La.  Ann. 
398;  Ward  v.  Fletcher,  124  Mass.  224;  DonviUe  v.  Comstock, 
110  Mich.  693,  69  N.  W.  79;  Thuner  v.  Ranter,  102  Mich.  59, 
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60  N.  W.  299;  WiUon  v.  Alexander  (Tex.  Sup.  '92),  18  S.  W. 
1057. 

Where  a  broker  found  a  customer  to  whom  the  owner  sold 
the  property  after  the  termination  of  the  employment,  the  bro- 
ker was  not  entitled  to  a  commission,  where  the  broker  found 
the  customer  previous  to  his  employment,  and  the  negotiations 
for  the  sale  were  conducted  without  his  aid.  Cushman  v.  €kn%, 
1  Hilt  (N.  Y.)  356.  See  also  Sees.  19,  21,  169,  464. 

Where  a  broker  is,  by  agreement,  to  receive  commissions  for 
procuring  a  purchaser  for  land  only  on  condition  that  a  ssle  is 
made  to  a  certain  purchaser,  he  can  not  recover  if  a  sale  to 
such  purchaser  is  not  consummated,  owing  to  the  fault  of  either 
of  the  parties.  Lyle  v.  Vniv.  Land,  etc.,  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App. 
'95),  30  S.  W.  723. 

Where  a  vendor  employs  a  broker  to  effect  a  sale  of  land, 
and,  relying  wholly  on  the  broker  does  not  exercise  his  own 
judgment  as  to  the  responsibility  of  a  purchaser  found  and 
presented  by  the  broker,  but  signs  a  contract  of  sale,  which  the 
purchaser  is  unable  to  carry  out,  the  broker  is  not  entitled  to 
compensation.  BuiUr  v.  Baker,  17  B.  I.  582,  23  A.  1019.  Com- 
pare Wray  v.  Carpenter,  16  Colo.  271,  27  P.  248;  Wright  v. 
Brottm,  68  Mo.  App.  577 ;  Brady  v.  Foster,  75  N.  Y.  S.  994.  72 
App.  Div.  416.  See  also  Sec.  464. 

If  a  broker  releases  his  right  to  a  commission  in  considera- 
tion that  the  principal  would  give  him  further  business,  the 
principal's  failure  to  keep  his  promise  does  not  entitle  the  bro- 
ker to  recover  the  original  renounced  commission;  his  remedy, 
if  any,  is  an  uction  on  the  promise.  Lindt  v.  Schlitz  Brewing 
Co.,  113  Iowa,  200,  84  N.  W.  1059.    See  also  Sea  1073. 

A  real  estate  broker's  contract  for  commissions  for  the  sale 
of  land  which  provides  that  ''when  said  land  is  sold"  he  shall 
have  a  certain  per  cent,  of  the  price  out  of  the  first  money  col- 
lected, but  which  fails  to  give  him  exclusive  authority  to  sell, 
does  not  entitle  him  to  such  commission  on  a  sale  made  by  the 
owner  himself.    Tracey  v.  Abney,  122  Iowa,  306,  98  N.  W.  121. 

Defendant  agreed  to  pay  plaintiff  certain  compensation  to 
sell  his  farm  for  $20,000,  to  be  paid  as  follows:  First  mort- 
gage  $5,000,  second  mortgage  $2,500,  the  balance  to  defendant 
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in  cash;  the  mortgages  were  made  to  secure  bonds  of  defend- 
ant. Mddy  that  plaintiff  did  not  earn  the  compensation  by  the 
tender  of  a  contract  whereby  the  purchaser  agreed  to  pay  that 
portion  of  the  price  represented  by  the  mortgages,  "by  assum- 
ing" these  mortgages,  in  the  absence  of  evidence  that  the  mort- 
gages were  not  due  and  could  not  be  paid.  Schultz  v.  Oriffin, 
24  N.  E.  480,  121  N.  Y.  294.  See  references  under  Sec.  307. 

Where  one  authorized  to  sell  certain  property  within  a  speci- 
fied time,  he  to  have  a  certain  amount  for  procuring  a  pur- 
chaser or  making  a  sale,  notifies  the  owner  within  the  time 
that  he  has  secured  a  proposition  on  certain  terms,  at  the  price 
fixed,  and  the  proposition  is  not  accepted,  he  can  not  recover  the 
agreed  compensation,  the  customer  being  one  with  whom  the 
owners  had  themselves  been  in  treaty  for  the  property  for  sev- 
eral months  prior  thereto,  and  who  had  that  day  made  th^n 
an  offer  of  the  same  amount.  Hartley  v.  Anderson,  150  Pa. 
St.  391,  24  A.  675.  See  also  Sees.  19,  21,  169,  464. 

Plaintiff  claimed  that  defendant  authorized  him  to  sell  a  ten- 
acre  tract  for  $17,000,  and  that  he  obtained  a  purchaser  at 
that  price.  In  an  action  for  the  commissions,  plaintiff's  al- 
leged purchaser  testified  that  plaintiff  offered  him  the  land  at 
that  price;  that  he  told  plaintiff  that  he  would  take  it,  and  to 
get  an  option  on  the  property;  when  plaintiff  returned  and 
told  him  that  defendant  would  sell  only  about  nine  acres,  he 
told  plaintiff  to  get  an  option  on  the  best  terms  he  eould  and 
he  would  consider  it ;  an  option  was  obtained  on  the  nine  acres 
but  never  accepted.  Defendant's  reason  for  not  selling  over 
nine  acres  was,  that  he  wanted  the  balance  for  a  street.  Wit- 
ness testified  that  he  thought  defendant  intended  putting  a 
street  through,  and  that  he  wanted  the  option  to  see  if  de- 
fendant would  insist  on  it.  Witness  testified  that  he  intended  to 
take  the  land  if  he  got  the  whole  ten  acres  for  the  price  named. 
Held,  that  a  verdict  should  have  been  directed  for  defendant,  on 
the  ground  that  plaintiff  did  not  obtain  a  purchaser.  Hannan  v. 
Fisher,  82  Mich.  208,  46  K  W.  226.    See  Sec.  33. 

A  provision  in  a  contract  employing  a  broker  to  procure  a 
purchaser  before  a  certain  date,  of  real  estate,  stipulated  that 
if  the  premises  were  sold  after  such  date  on  information  from 
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him  he  should  receive  commissions.  The  premises  were  sold 
subsequent  to  such  date  through  other  brokers  for  a  less 
price.  The  purchaser  learned  that  the  property  was  for  sale 
from  the  owner's  attorney  advertising  the  same.  There  was 
nothing  to  show  that  the  broker  started  the  negotiations  be- 
tween  the  purchaser  and  owner,  nor  was  there  anything  to 
show  bad  faith  on  the  part  of  the  owner.  Held,  that  the  bro- 
ker was  not  entitled  to  commissions.  Shipman  v.  WUkeson,  112 
N.  Y.  S.  895. 

A  real  estate  broker  who  expressly  contracts  to  sell  and  con- 
vey for  cash  is  not  entitled  to  commissions  by  merely  securing 
a  competent  i)erson  for  the  purchase  of  the  land.  Burnett  v. 
Botts,  143  111.  App.  160,  affirmed  86  N.  E.  258.  See  Sec.  449. 

The  mere  fact  that  real  estate  was  sold  to  the  person  to  whom 
a  broker  employed  to  procure  a  purchaser  had  five  or  six  months 
previous  to  the  sale  given  the  information,  without  informing 
the  owner  or  doing  anything  further  to  effect  a  sale,  was  not 
sufficient  to  entitle  the  broker  to  commissions.  Waters  v.  JBo- 
faUky,  119  N.  Y.  S.  271.  See  Sees.  860,  471,  489. 

Where  a  real  estate  broker,  who  had  been  authorized  to  sell 
the  timber  of  a  tract  of  land  merely  informed  the  purchaser 
who  had  been  negotiating  with  the  owners  for  some  time  in 
regard  to  purchasing  the  lai^d,  that  he  had  the  land  for  sale, 
but  did  nothing  further,  and  knew  nothing  of  the  subsequent 
negotiation  which  led  up  to  the  sale,  which  was  not  made  un- 
til the  vendor  agreed  that  a  mill  and  the  down  timber  would 
be  included,  and  also  agreed  to  the  purchaser's  terms  as  to 
time  of  payment,  the  broker  was  not  the  efficient  agent  in  or 
the  procuring  cause  of  the  contract  so  as  to  entitle  him  to  com- 
missions.   Goff  V.  Hurst  (Ky.  Ct.  App.  '09),  122  S.  W.  148. 

Broker  held  not  entitled  to  commissions  for  effecting  i>ar- 
ties  to  consider  an  exchange,  where  they  refused  to  sign  the 
contract  therefor.    Reynolds  v.  Tocfc,  121  N.  Y.  S.  85. 

Defendant  authorized  plaintiff  to  sell  certain  property  for 
her  at  $40,000.  The  best  offer  plaintiff  obtained  was  $38,000, 
and  the  property  was  subsequently  sold  by  a  third  person  for 
$39,000.  Held,  that  plaintiff  did  not  produce  a  party  willing, 
ready  and  able  to  purchase  on  defendant's  terms,  and  could 
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not  therefore  claim  commissions.  Senior  v.  Fitzgerald,  119  N. 
Y.  S.  745.    See  also  Sec.  426. 

A  broker's  commission  was  not  earned  on  the  theory  that  they 
had  procured  a  binding  contract^  where  it  was  not  susceptible  of 
specific  performance^  because  providing  that  on  non-performance 
the  buyer  should  be  subject  to  a  forfeiture  of  the  deposit.  Os- 
wald Realty  Co.  v.  Brouaeard,  159  S.  W.  163,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
— ;  Simpson  v.  Eardley,  137  S.  W.  378,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

Where  in  a  contract  of  exchange  one  of  the  parties  agrees  to 
pay  broker  who  is  not  a  party  thereto  a  commission,  he  may,  if 
deal  is  not  consummated  because  the  other  can  not  convey  a  good 
title,  rescind  the  contract,  and  is  thereby  relieved  of  liability  to 
pay  commission.    Brion  v.  Cahill,  165  P.  704,  —  Cal.  App.  — • 

A  broker  whose  right  to  sell  is  limited  to  a  specific  time,  and 
who  effects  no  sale  within  that  time,  is  not  entitled  to  a  commis- 
sion, though  the  owner  later  sells  to  the  one  with  whom  the 
broker  has  been  negotiating,  provided  the  owner  does  not  fraudu- 
lently terminate  the  contract  or  prevent  a  sale  by  the  broker. 
Longer  v.  Aycock,  209  S.  W.  199,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 
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562.  Accord  and  satisfaction.  to  commissions. 

563.  Breach  of  contract. 

Sec.  568.    Doctrine  of  public  policy. 

PUuntiff  entered  into  a  oontract  with  defendants  whereby 
he  was  to  have  a  certain  commission  for  furnishing  a  purchaser 
for  their  mine;  he  furnished  a  purchaser,  a  sale  was  made, 
and  defendant  refused  to  pay  the  commission.  Held,  that  the 
fact  that  plaintiff  was  employed  by  the  purchasers  to  manage 
one  of  their  mines,  did  not  make  him  their  agent  in  regard  to 
the  purchase,  and  he  was  not  acting  as  agent  for  both  parties 
to  the  contract  so  as  to  render  his  transaction  void  as  against 
public  policy.  Owen  v.  Matthews,  123  Mo.  App.  463,  100  S. 
W.  492.    See  also  Sec.  454^    Compare  Sec.  405. 

The  employment  of  the  same  broker  by  both  parties^  merely 
to  bring  them  together^  is  not  against  public  policy,  and  he  may 
recover  commissions  from  each.  McLure  v.  Luke,  154  Fed.  647. 
See  also  Sees.  475,  578. 

A  contract  whereby  a  broker  for  the  purchaser  was  to  secure 
his  commission  from  the  vendors  is  not  contrary  to  public  policy, 
if  the  vendors  imderstood  that  the  broker  was  representing  the 
purchaser.  Foss  v.  N.  Y.  Cen.  &  E.  R.  R.  Co.,  146  N.  Y.  Sup. 
930,  161  App.  Div.  681,  judg.  aff.,  112  N.  E.  1059,  217  N.  Y. 
727. 

An  agreement  between  a  broker  employed  to  procure  a  pur- 
chaser of  real  estate  and  a  prospective  purchaser  binding  the 
broker  not  to  procure  any  other  customer,  and  binding  the  pur- 
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chaser,  in  consideration  thereof^  to  pay,  if  he  purchases,  to  tKe 
broker,  a  specified  commission,  is  contrary  to  public  policy,  and 
is  not  enforceable  on  the  purchaser  acquiring  the  premises. 
Rabinowitz  v.  Pizer,  108  K  T.  S.  994. 

Although  one  of  the  principals  may  have  known  of  the  double 
agency  of  the  broker,  and  the  transaction  was  advantageous 
to  said  principal,  the  act  is  against  public  policy  and  bars  re- 
covery of  commissions.  Conwell  v.  Smith,  142  Pa^  St.  25,  21 
A.  793,  12  L.  B.  A.  395;  Chapman  v.  Currie,  51  Mo.  App.  40; 
Lighfcap  v.  Nicolai,  34  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  189;  Sumner  v.  Dires- 
kiawicz  (Conn.  Sup.  '09),  74  A.  906.  See  also  Sec.  706a.  A 
contract  of  the  purchaser  with  the  seller's  broker  to  convey  to 
the  latter  a  part  of  the  land  bought,  is  unenforceable  as  against 
public  policy.    Smith  v.  Toxvnsendy  109  Mass.  500. 

A  broker  who  is  employed  to  exercise  his  abilities  on  behalf 
of  his  principal  can  not,  without  his  principal's  knowledge, 
agree  to  represent  the  other  party  to  the  transaction;  such 
agreement  being  contrary  to  public  policy  and  unenforceable, 
though  the  original  principal  was  not  injured;  the  agent  in- 
tended no  wron^,  and  the  other  party  acted  in  good  faith.  Ba$s 
V.  Tolbert  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '08),  112  S.  W.  1077. 

Where  an  agent  for  the  sale  of  land  i^irees  with  another, 
that  the  latter  shall  purchase  it  for  their  joint  ben^t,  and  con- 
ceals such  sale  from  his  principal,  the  contract  by  the  purchaser 
to  account  to  the  agent  for  the  prc^ts  is  violative  of  law,  con- 
trary to  public  policy,  and  unlawful,  under  Civil  Code,  Section 
1067,  declaring  unlawful  that  which  is  contrary  to  law,  public 
I>olicy,  or  good  morals.  Butler  v.  Agnew,  9  CaL  App.  327,  99 
P.  395.  See  also  Sec.  522. 

A  broker  employed  to  procure  a  purchaser  of  real  estate 
for  a  specified  sum,  on  specified  terms,  for  an  agreed  commis- 
sion^ interested  a  third  person  in  the  premises.  The  third  per- 
son requested  the  broker  to  do  nothing  further,  but  to  permit 
the  third  person  to  deal  directly  with  the  owner.  The  third 
person  promised  to  pay  the  broker  a  oommission  if  he  pur- 
chased. The  said  third  person  subsequently  purchased  the  prem- 
ises from  the  owner.  Held,  that  the  brewer  was  entitled  to  re- 
cover from  the  third  person  the  agreed  commission,  for  the  con- 
tract did  not  rest  on  an  immoral  consideration,  though  no  notice 
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{hereof  was  given  to  the  owner.   8i$gel  v.  Ba8$nMW0ig,  114  N.  Y. 
S.  179,  129  App.  Div.  647. 

Any  money  received  by  a  broker  employed  to  sell  land  from 
a  purchaser  belongs  to  the  principal,  since  an  agent  will  not 
be  permitted  to  derive  profit  from  the  subject  matter  beyond 
his  lawful  compensation.  Metschan  y.  Swenssan  (Or.  Sup.  '09), 
99  P.  277 ;  Messer  B.  E.  &  Inv.  Co.  v.  Buff,  64  S.  61,  186  Ala. 
236;  Harwi  v.  Morton,  186  P.  740,  —  Ean.  Sup.  — . 

A  broker  who  had  a  contract  for  an  agency  for  the  sale  of 
land  can  not  recover  damages  from  the  landowner  who  refused  to 
go  on,  where  the  broker  retained  moneys  collected  from  pur- 
chasers in  excess  of  the  expenses  incurred  and  the  damages  he 
suffered  by  reason  of  loss  of  tune.  Whitcomb  v.  Sayer,  144  P. 
922,  82  Wash.  672. 

A  broker  to  sell  property  has  no  inherent  right  to  receive  part 
payment  or  earnest  money  from  the  purchaser.  Bosser  v.  Lev%, 
210  S.  W.  SH  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — • 

Where  a  real  estate  owner  fixed  his  own  price  on  the  prop- 
erty and  employed  a  broker  to  secure  an  acceptance  of  his  prop- 
osition merely,  not  the  best  price  he  could  obtain,  he  can  not 
require  the  broker  to  account  for  money  received  by  him  from 
the  broker  for  the  other  party  on  a  division  of  the  latter 's  com- 
missions.   Law  V.  Ware,  238  HI.  360,  87  N.  E.  308. 

Under  an  ordinary  agency  for  the  sale  of  land  for  the  high- 
est price  possible,  it  is  contrary  to  public  policy  for  an  agent, 
without  the  consent  of  the  principal,  to  accept  compensation 
from  the  purchaser.  Aikin  v.  Poffenherger  (Tex.  Civ.  App. 
'09),  116  S.  W.  615;  Eeiii  v.  Oresham,  174  S.  W.  884,  —  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  — ;  Twiss  v.  Herbst,  111  A.  201,  —  Conn.  Sup.  — . 

Where  one  engages  to  negotiate  for  the  purchase  of  land,  and 
is  informed  by  the  principal  that  he  desires  to  purchase  two  ad- 
joining tracts  to  make  one  property  of  them,  the  agent  can  not 
negotiate  a  purchase  on  his  own  account  of  one  of  the  tracts  and 
hold  it  against  the  interest  of  his  principal,  it  being  sufficient 
that  he  undertook  the  negotiations  and  held  a  situation  of  trust 
with  reference  to  procuring  the  land.  Sogers  v.  Oenung  (N*.  J. 
Err.  ft  App.  '09),  74  A.  473. 

In  all  cases  the  principal  is  entitled  to  tHe  best  and  unbiased 
judgment  of  his  agent,  and  public  policy  forbids  the  agent  to 
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assume  a  relation  creating  a  departure  antagonistic  to  his  duty. 
Scott  V.  Kelso,  130  S.  W.  612,  62  Tex.  Civ.  App.  163;  Mass  v. 
TolbeH,  112  S.  W.  1077,  151  Tex.  Civ.  App.  437. 

Plaintiff,  a  real  estate  broker,  was  employed  by  defendant  to 
effect  an  exchange  of  certain  real  estate,  and  having  obtained  a 
prospective  purchaser,  accepted  an  employment  by  him  also  to 
effect  an  exchange.  The  exchange  having  been  accomplished, 
plaintiff  sued  defendant  for  commissions,  and  the  broker,  exam- 
ined as  a  witness  for  plaintiff,  testified  that  he  knew  that  the 
main  question  with  defendant  in  making  the  exchange  was  to 
pay  as  little  cash  as  possible,  and  that  it  was  the  witness's  duty 
to  get  an  exchange  for  defendant  with  the  least  cash  payment 
possible;  that  he  was  also  employed  by  the  other  man,  and  knew 
that  he  wanted  all  the  cash  he  could  get,  and  was  going  to  pay 
the  broker  to  get  all  the  money  possible  for  him;  held,  that  such 
evidence  indicated  a  conflict  of  duty  on  the  broker's  part  as  be- 
tween the  two  parties  to  the  exchange,  which  was  contrary  to 
public  policy,  and  constituted  a  complete  defense  to  defendant's 
liability  for  commissions.  Jacobs  v.  Beyer,  125  N".  T.  Sup.  597, 
141  App.  Div.  49. 

It  is  a  rule  of  public  policy  that  an  agent  for  the  sale  of 
property  can  not,  at  the  same  time,  act  as  the  agent  for  the  pur- 
chase thereof,  and  thus  become  entitled  to  compensation  from 
both  vendor  and  purchaser.  This  rule  may  be  waived  by  an  ex- 
press agreement  between  the  parties,  but  such  agreement  can  not 
be  inferred  either  from  knowledge  of  the  fact  that  the  rule  had 
been  violated,  or  from  silence  or  failure  to  dissent  at  the  time,  or 
from  all  these  combined.  Nothing  short  of  clear  and  satisfactory 
proof  of  an  express  agreement  to  waive  the  rule  can  be  regarded 
as  su£5cient  for  that  purpose.  Evans  v.  Bockett,  32  Fa.  Super. 
Ct.  365. 

Where  a  broker  sells  property  and  receives  an  advance  pay- 
ment of  $500  on  the  property,  and  the  purchasers  are  unable  to 
get  a  good  title  or  to  obtain  specific  performance,  and  the  broker 
has  not  paid  the  money  over  to  his  principal,  the  purchasers  can 
recover  the  money,  regardless  of  the  broker's  right  to  commis- 
sions.   Oosslin  V.  MaHin,  107  P.  957,  56  Or.  281. 

Where  a  realty  broker  was  to  receive  commissions  from  both 
parties,  though  one  knew  the  fact,  that  his  contract  to  pay  com- 
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mission  to  broker  was  against  pnblic  policy  and  void,  so  that 
note  given  in  consideration  thereof  was  invalid.  Ohnn  v.  Bice, 
162  P.  1020,  —  Cal.  Snp.  — . 

Contract  whereby  realty  brokers  having  exclusive  sale  of  land 
at  $50  an  acre  permitted  other  brokers  to  sell  to  one  of  their 
customers  if  they  would  pay  him  half  of  all  made  on  sale  for 
any  amount  above  price  at  which  land  was  listed,  was  not  against 
pnblic  policy,  and  was  no  violation  of  the  broker's  duty  to  the 
owner.    Conway  v.  Buri,  171  K  W.  84,  —  S.  D.  Sup.  — . 

Sea  560.    AcqnieBoenoe  and  waiver,  and  effect  upon  broker's 
rights. 

Where  the  vendor  and  a  proposed  purchaser  disagree  as  to 
the  terms  of  sale,  and  the  broker,  who  is  present,  acquiesces  in 
the  inability  of  the  parties  to  complete  the  contract,  and  the 
owner  afterward  places  the  property  in  the  hands  of  another 
agent,  who  sells  it  on  practically  the  same  terms  to  the  pur- 
ehaser  secured  by  the  first  agent,  unless  fraud  or  bad  faith  be 
shown,  the  first  broker  is  not  entitled  to  compensation.  Oirar- 
dieu  V.  Oibson,  122  Ga.  313,  50  S.  E.  91. 

Where  a  real  estate  broker  made  a  contract  for  the  sale  of. 
land  which  contained  an  agreement  that  possession  should  be 
given  in  ninety  days,  and  this  agreement  was  beyond  his  au- 
thority, but  his  principal  conveyed  the  land  to  the  vendees, 
they  accepting  an  allowance  on  account  of  the  delay  beyond 
ninety  days  in  giving  possession.  Held,  that  by  making  settle- 
ment with  the  principal,  the  vendees  lodst  their  right  of  action 
against  the  brokers  because  of  the  breach  of  an  unauthorized 
agreement.  Hopkins  v.  Everly,  150  Pa.  St.  117,  24  A.  624,  30 
Weekly  N.  Cases  393. 

An  owner  employed  a  broker  to  procure  a  purchaser  and 
agreed  to  pay  him  a  commission  on  the  purchaser  paying  more 
than  a  specified  sum ;  a  purchaser  could  not  be  induced  to  pay 
more  than  that  sum;  the  owner,  with  the  knowledge  of  the 
broker,  made  the  sale  at  the  highest  price  obtainable;  there 
was  no  secret  dealing  between  the  owner  and  the  purchaser, 
and  the  broker  did  not  object  to  the  sale.  Held,  that  the  broker 
was  not  entitled  to  a  commission,  on  the  theory  that  there  was 
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a  wBiTer  on  tHe  paii  of  tKe  owner  of  fEe  stipnlation  as  to  price. 
BaU  y.  Dolan  (S.  D.  Sup.  '08),  lU  N.  W.  998.    See  also  Sec  482. 

Where  IL,  who  was  to  receive  a  commisBion  for  «  sale  of 
B.'s  land,  turned  over  the  sale  of  the  land  to  L.,  agreeing  that 
L.  should  have  the  commissions  therefor,  to  which  B.  consented 
before  a  sale  was  made,  L.,  on  selling  the  land,  was  not  entitled 
to  the  commissions  as  the  assignee  of  M.,  bat  becanse  he,  with 
the  knowledge  and  consent  of  B.,  sold  the  land  after  M.  had 
waived  his  right  to  do  so.  Munson  v.  Maban,  135  Iowa,  335, 
112  N.  W.  775. 

Where  a  written  contract  employing  plaintiff  as  broker  to 
sell  defendant's  land  provided  for  a  certain  cash  payment  by 
any  purchaser  that  might  be  secured  and  fixed  the  price  at 
which  defendant  would  sell,  refusal  by  defendant  to  accept 
an  offer  to  buy  at  that  price  was  a  waiver  of  any  right  which 
defendant  might  otherwise  have  had  to  require  a  prospective 
purcha3er  to  make  a  tender  in  cash  of  the  down  payment.  Mc- 
Dermott  v.  Mehonev  (Iowa  Sup.),  106  N.  W.  925,  115  N.  W.  32, 
139  Iowa,  292 ;  Moore  v.  Boehm,  91  N.  Y.  S.  125,  45  Misc.  622. 

Where  a  broker  is  authorized  to  procure  a  purchaser  of  land 
within  a  certain  time,  but  the  owner  waives  the  i>erformance 
of  the  contract  within  the  time  agreed  and  accepts  the  services 
of  the  broker  and  treats  the  contract  as  in  force,  the  broker 
will  be  entitled  to  compensation  when  he  procures  a  purchaser. 
Ice  V.  MaxweU,  61  W.  Va.  9,  55  S.  E.  899. 

K.  employed  land  brokers  to  procure  a  purchaser  for  his  land ; 
a  condition  of  the  employment  was  that  if  he  sold  the  land 
without  the  intervention  or  assistance  of  the  brokers  they  would 
not  be  entitled  to  commisions;  ^I.  sold  independently  of  the 
brokers,  although  before  negotiations  were  completed  the  bro- 
kers furnished  a  purchaser.  It  was  held  that  they  had,  by  the 
contract,  waived  their  rights,  and  were  not  entitled  to  a  com- 
mission.   Robinson  v.  Kindley,  36  Ean.  157,  12  Pac.  587. 

Where  a  landlord  accepted  the  waiver  of  a  tenant's  privi- 
lege of  renewal,  procured  by  his  agent  from  the  tenant,  and 
acted  upon  the  same,  he  was  estopped  to  deny  the  agent's  au- 
thority in  the  premises.  Madison  Ave.  v.  Osgood,  18  N.  Y.  S. 
126. 

Where  a  broker  was  told  by  the  principal  that  he  must  lock 


PLEADINGS^  PBACTICB^  ETC.  519 

to  the  intending  purchaser  for  his  compensation,  he  can  not 
recover  his  commissions  from  the  principal.  King  v.  Benson, 
22  Mont.  256,  56  P.  280.     Compare  Sec.  19. 

Under  an  ai^reeraent  to  pay  a  broker  a  commission  for  pro- 
curing  a  purchaser  within  a  specified  time,  to  earn  the  com- 
mission he  must  produce  within  that  time  a  customer  ready, 
able  and  willing  to  purchase  on  the  stipulated  terms;  but  the 
commission  is  earned  if  the  customer  is  willing  to  purchase  on 
different  terms,  and  the  variance  is  waived  by  the  principal, 
or  if  a  suitable  customer  is  produced,  but  not  within  the  time 
limited,  owing  to  a  delay  caused  by  the  principal,  there  being 
no  implied  promise  to  pay  a  commission  if,  at  a  time  subse- 
quent to  the  time  limit,  the  property  is  sold  to  one  introduced 
by  the  broker.    Brown  v.  Mason  (Cal.  Sup.  '09),  99  P.  867. 

Where  a  broker  employed  to  procure  a  purchaser  attempted, 
after  the  expiration  of  the  time  fixed  for  performance,  to  find 
a  purchaser,  and  the  owner,  knowing  thereof,  made  no  objec- 
tion, but  encouraged  him  to  proceed,  and  a  purchaser  was  pro- 
cured, the  owner  waived  the  time  limit  and  the  broker  was 
entitled  to  his  commissions.  Stiewel  v.  Lally,  89  Ark.  195,  115 
S.  W.  1134.    See  also  Sec.  42. 

Where  a  principal  knows  that  his  agent  is  representing  both 
parties,  it  is  not  necessary  to  disclose  such  fact  to  the  prin- 
cipal to  entitle  the  broker  to  his  commissions.  Arthur  v.  Porter 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.  '09),  116  S.  W.  127. 

Where  a  contract  declared  on  and  exhibited  with  the  com- 
plaint, in  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions,  did  not  con- 
tain a  time  limit  for  performance,  but  referred  to  a  power  of 
attorney  executed  by  the  owner  to  the  broker  which  contained 
a  time  limit,  and  the  owner  admitted  the  execution  of  the  con- 
tract, but  alleged  that  it  was  not  in  force  at  the  time  of  the 
sale,  the  question  whether  the  contract  was  in  force  at  that  time 
was  in  issue,  and  under  it  the  broker  might  prove  a  waiver  by 
the  owner  of  the  time  limit  in  the  power  of  attorney.  Stiewel 
V.  Lally,  89  Ark.  195,  115  S.  W.  1134. 

A  contract  provided  that  certain  land  should  be  left  with 
plaintiff  for  sale  for  two  weeks,  and  until  written  notice  of 
withdrawal.  The  broker  failed  to  sell  the  land  within  the  two 
weeks,  and  verbally  acquiesced  with  the  owner  that  his  time  to 
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make  a  sale  had  expired,  amd  stated  that  there  was  no  use  in 
destroying  the  contract,  which  defendant  wanted  to  do,  and 
neither  party  acted  further  thereunder.  Held,  that  the  broker 
had  waived  written  notice  of  withdrawal,  thereby  terminating 
the  contract  at  the  expiration  of  the  said  two  weeks.  Bird  v. 
Webber  (Okla.  Sup.  '09),  101  P.  1052. 

The  right  to  recover  for  services  in  procuring  purchasers 
for  lands  was  not  waived  by  the  fact  that  after  plaintiffs  found 
that  defendants  did  not  own  or  control  the  land,  they  demanded 
a  return  of  the  money  advanced  by  the  purchasers.  Peavey  v. 
Greer  (Minn.  Sup.  '09),  121  N.  W.  875. 

Where  a  broker  performed  services  towards  leasing  prop- 
erty,  but  before  he  had  leased  it,  he  told  the  owner  that  he 
would  charge  him  nothing  for  his  services,  he  was  entitled  to 
no  compensation,  either  for  subsequent  or  the  prior  services, 
whether  the  prior  services  were  rendered  without  a  contract 
therefor,  or  under  the  contract  to  effect  the  lease,  in  which 
latter  case  no  commission  would  be  earned  till  the  lease  was 
effected.    Strickland  v.  Fairfax  (Va.  Sup.  '09),  65  S.  E.  477. 

The  commissions  of  a  broker  who  acquiesced  in  the  reduc- 
tion of  the  price  from  the  original  terms  is  based  on  the  ac- 
tual price  received.    Bauersmith  v.  Min.,  etc.,  Co.,  146  Fed.  95. 

A  broker  had  attempted  to  exchange  defendants'  property, 
and  had  announced  that  he  expected  two  and  one-half  per  cent, 
commission.  Less  than  a  week  afterward,  the  deal  having  fallen 
through,  the  broker  wrote  to  defendants:  ''Now,  I  have  a  trade 
for  you  and  am  willing  to  give  you  all  there  is  in  it,"  and  stated: 
*'I  will  give  you  his  place  clear  a.nd  $2,000  cash  for  your  place 
dear.  •  •  •  i  would  want  possession  of  your  place  this 
spring,  and  you  could  have  possession  of  the  other."  The  place 
referred  to  belonged  to  the  broker's  brother  in  another  State, 
who  wished  to  move  to  the  residence  of  the  broker,  and  the 
broker  had  no  interest  in  the  land,  and  nothing  to  give  in  the 
transaction  other  than  his  commissions.  In  a  subsequent  letter 
the  broker  said:  "I  am  willing  to  give  you  all  there  is  in  it,  as 
we  would  rather  have  our  holdings  here,"  and  ** should  I  get 
the  place  I  would  prefer  it  not  rented  until  my  brother  comes 
and  decides  what  he  wants  to  do."  Held,  that  the  letters  showed 
that  the  broker  was  not  acting  for  defendants  but  was  either 
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acting  for  himself  or  for  his  brother  and  proposed  to  waive  his 
commissions  if  the  exchange  were  consummated.  Big  Four  Realty 
Co,  V.  Clark  (Mo.  App.  '09),  123  S.  W.  95. 

If  owner  was  dissatisfied  with  purchasers  procured  by  broker 
he  should  have  notified  broker,  or  have  declined  to  enter  into  a 
contract  with  purchasers,  but  having  accepted  the  purchasers 
after  being  misled  by  brokers,  he  is  bound  to  pay  broker  a  com- 
mission. U.  S.  Farm  Loan  Co.  v.  Darter,  183  P.  696,  —  Cal. 
App.  — . 

Where  broker's  agreement  to  sell  land  was  completed  when 
owner  told  him  he  would  pay  a  less  commission  than  that 
agreed  on,  and  no  more,  and  all  that  remained  to  be  done  was  to 
put  the  agreement  of  sale  with  the  purchaser  procured  in  writing, 
the  broker  did  not  waive  his  right  to  the  first  agreed  commission 
by  merely  remaining  silent.  Gardner  v.  Buschler,  111  A.  589, 
—  Conn.  Sup.  — . 

The  owner's  statement  to  the  brokers  that  the  latter  had  earned 
their  commission,  made  while  negotiations  were  still  pending  with 
the  broker's  customer,  expressed  no  intention  to  relinquish  their 
right  to  resist  payment  of  the  commission  if  the  customer  was 
not  willing  to  take  the  property  under  the  terms  stated  to  the 
broker,  and  therefore  did  not  waive  that  right.  Brown  &  Fen- 
fvick  R.  E.  4&  Ah.  Co,  v.  Marks,  226  S.  W.  55,  —  Mo.  App.  — ; 
Meachem  v.  Baker,  226  S.  W.  967,  —  Mo.  App.  — ;  Weller  v. 
Phillip  Qrosa  Realty  Co.,  180  N.  W.  927,  —  Wis.  Sup.  — . 

Sec.  561.    Advertising  and  advertisements. 

In  a  contract  to  pay  for  the  services  of  a  real  estate  broker 
in  ** showing  and  advertising"  land,  the  term  ** advertising" 
must  be  construed  as  meaning  the  publication  of  a  notice  in 
a  newspaper,  or  otherwise,  of  the  fact  that  the  land  is  for  sale. 
Darst  V.  Doom,  38  111.  App.  397. 

An  advertisement  put  upon  land  as  for  sale  by  an  agent  is 
insufficient  to  imply  power  in  such  agent  to  make  a  sale  thereof, 
when  the  owner  denies  conferring  such  power.  Mortimer  v.  Corn- 
well,  1  Hoffm.  (N.  T.)  Ch.  351.  The  expenses  incurred  by  a 
broker  in  advertising  and  selling  a  client's  land,  are  not  elements 
of  damages,  in  an  action  to  recover  commissions  alleged  to  have 
been  lost  by  his  client's  refusal  to  convey  to  the  purchasers 
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whom  the  broker  had  obtained.  BufTiett  y.  Edling,  19  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  711,  48  S.  W.  775.  See  also  Sec.  309.  A  broker's 
adTertiaement  which  brought  a  purchaser,  who  bought  from 
the  principal,  entitled  the  broker  to  his  commissions.  Kilboum 
V.  King,  6  D.  C.  310 ;  Tyler  v.  Parr,  52  Mo.  249 ;  Bell  v.  Kaiser, 
60  Mo.  150;  Anderson  v.  Cox,  16  Neb.  10,  20  N.  W.  10;  Kieman 
V.  Bloom,  86  N.  Y.  S.  899,  91  App.  Div.  429;  Jackson  v.  Car- 
rick,  25  Weekly  Not.  Cas.  (Pa.),  132;  Mallom  v.  Barrett,  192 
Mass.  652,  78  N.  7.  560;  Lord  v.  U.  S.  Transp.  Co.,  128  N.  T. 
Sup.  451,  143  App.  Dir.  437;  Maloom  y.  Bwrrett,  78  N.  E.  560, 
192  Mass.  552. 

In  another  case,  where  a  sale  was  made  by  the  principal  to 
one  who  derived  his  information  that  the  farm  was  for  sale  from 
the  broker's  advertisement,  he  was  denied  a  recovery  of  commis- 
sions.   Charlton  v.  Wood,  11  Heisk.  (Tenn.),  19. 

A  real  estate  broker  suing  for  commissions  may  testify  that 
he  advertised  the  land  in  a  certain  newspaper,  no  effort  being 
made  to  prove  in  this  manner  the  terms  or  contents  of  the  ad- 
vertisement. Yarborofigh  v.  Creamer  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '03),  77 
S.  W.  645. 

Where  a  broker,  noticing  defendant's  advertisement  of  his 
house,  wrote  defendant  that  he  had  prospect  for  such  property, 
and  requested  terms,  and  after  defendant  sent  the  terms,  such 
broker  wrote  owner  of  his  prospects  concerning  the  same,  but 
was  informed  that  the  prospect  was  not  interested ;  held,  that  where 
the  prospect  thereafter  was  interested  in  the  property  by  an  ad- 
vertisement of  the  owner  and  purchased  it,  the  negotiations  being 
conducted  between  the  principals,  the  broker  was  not  entitled  to 
any  commission.    Baynor  v.  Reinhard,  180  N.  T.  Sup.  690. 

Sec.  582.    Accord  and  satisfaction. 

Where  there  was  a  bona  fide  contention  between  a  broker  and 
his  principal  as  to  whether  the  broker  should  be  charged  with 
the  loss  of  a  certain  sum,  and  the  broker  retains  and  uses  a 
check  from  the  principal  for  the  commissions  due  him,  less  said 
loss,  expressed  to  be  "in  full  settlement/*  an  accord  and  satisfac- 
tion is  established,  which  is  a  valid  defense  to  an  action  by  the 
broker  for  the  balance  of  his  commissions.  Vorhis  v.  Elias,  56 
N.  Y.  S.  134. 
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Finding  that  broker's  acceptance  of  a  check  given  for  com- 
missions stated  on  its  face  ''in  fall  of  all  demands/'  did  not  eon- 
stitnte  an  accord  and  satisfaction;  held,  sustained  by  the  evi- 
dence, showing  concealment  by  the  owner  as  to  whom  he  sold  the 
property,  and  indicating  bad  faith  on  the  part  of  the  owner  to 
deprive  the  broker  of  his  commission.  Els$r  v.  Hughes,  183  HL 
App.  18. 

Sec.  663.    Kreaoh  of  contract. 

If  a  sale  of  land  by  the  owner  effects  a  breach  of  the  contract 
with  the  agent,  an  action  by  the  latter  should  be  based  on  such 
breach,  and  not  on  a  performance  of  the  contract.  Metzer  v. 
Wyatt,  41  HI,  App.  487 ;  Alderson  v.  Houston,  96  P.  884,  154 
Call. 

Where  a  party  under  a  contract  is  to  secure  for  a  second 
party  options  on  certain  properties,  and  the  second  party  di- 
rects him  not  to  proceed  with  reference  to  securing  an  option 
on  one  of  the  properties,  this  is  a  breach  of  the  contract  for 
which  the  second  party  is  liable  in  damages.  Worthington  v. 
McOarry,  149  Ala.  251,  42  S.  988.  A  contract  giving  an  agent 
the  exclusive  authority  to  find  a  purchaser  for  a  farm  within 
a  given  time,  but  not  negativing  the  right  of  the  principal  to 
sell  the  property  himself,  is  not  breached  by  a  sale  by  the  owner 
at  public  auction,  through  the  medium  of  an  auctioneer  acting 
under  his  immediate  direction.  Ingold  v.  Symonds,  134  Iowa, 
206,  111  N.  W.  802. 

The  broker's  right  to  a  commission  is  not  affected  by  a  sub- 
sequent breach  by  either  party  not*  caused  through  his  fault. 
Parker  v.  Walker,  86  Tenn.  566,  8  S.  W.  391 ;  Hannon  v.  Moran, 
n  Mich.  261,  38  N.  W.  909;  Tilton  v.  James  S.  Oate  Sons  Co., 
(Wis.  Sup.  '09),  121  N.  W.  331;  Hayes  y.  McArs,  131  N.  W. 
635,  166  Mich.  198.  Where  the  contract  employing  a 
broker  to  procure  a  purchaser  stipulates  that  commissions  should 
be  paid  only  when  a  sale  is  effected,  the  broker  is  not  entitled  to 
commissions  unless  a  sale  is  effected,  though  he  may  be  entitled 
to  damages  for  the  wrongful  act  of  the  owner  in  preventing 
a  sale.  McDermott  v.  Mahoney  (Iowa  Sup.  '08),  115  N.  W.  32, 
139  Iowa,  292;  Boddy  v.  Brummett  d  Ellis  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '08), 
110  S.  W.  532. 
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A  real  estate  agent  who  has  obtained  a  purchaser  f(H*  prop- 
erty placed  in  his  hands  to  be  sold  at  a  certain  price,  the  sur- 
plus to  go  to  the  agent  as  his  commission,  can  not  recover  for 
a  breach  of  the  owner's  contract  to  convey  the  property  a  sum 
paid  to  the  owner  to  induce  him  to  comply  with  the  contract, 
in  addition  to  the  commission  he  would  have  received  had  the 
sale  been  consummated.  Cornell  v.  Hanna  (Ean.  App.  '98),  53 
P.  790. 

Where  plaintiff,  desiring  to  purchase  a  certain  tract  of  land, 
went  to  real  estate  agents,  and  they  informed  him  they  had  a 
letter  from  the  owner  in  which  she  offered  the  tract  at  $1,700, 
and  that  they  would  endeavor  to  procure  it  for  him  for  $1,760, 
$100  to  be  paid  down,  and  the  balance  to  be  paid  as  soon  as 
the  deed  could  be  procured;  but  when  the  owner  was  informed 
of  the  transaction  she  refused  to  take  less  than  $2,000 ;  the  real 
estate  agents,  having  acted  in  good  faith  and  done  all  in  their 
power  to  procure  the  title  of  the  land,  were  liable  only  for  the 
return  of  the  $100  paid,  and  not  for  damages  for  a  breach  of 
the  contract.    Kroeger  v.  Oaod,  13  Idaho,  184,  89  P.  632. 

In  action  for  damages  for  revocation  of  authority  to  sell 
land,  nothing  more  than  nominal  damages  can  be  recovered, 
where  the  agent  fails  to  show  that  he  could  have  made  a  sale 
on  the  principal's  terms.  Mulligan  v.  Owen,  123  Iowa,  285,  98 
In.  W.  792. 

Where  a  firm  of  two  members  contracted  to  manage  and  sell 
lots  of  a  corporation  at  a  town  other  than  that  at  which  the 
partners  resided,  the  fact  that  the  business  was  carried  on  at 
the  town  where  the  lots  are  located  by  only  one  of  the  part- 
ners, was  not  a  breach  of  the  contract  Albany  Land  Co.  v. 
Rickel,  162  Ind.  222,  70  N.  E.  158.    See  also  See.  630. 

Where  an  owner  who  had  granted  to  a  real  estate  broker  the 
exclusive  agency  for  the  sale  of  land  for  a  specified  period 
sold  the  timber,  which  was  the  most  valuable  part  of  the  land 
and  thereby  practically  prevented  the  sale  of  the  land  according 
to  the  terms  of  the  contract,  the  broker  could,  without  waiting 
for  the  expiration  of  the  contract,  sue  for  the  breach.  Hunter  v. 
Wenatchee  Land  Co.,  97  P.  494,  50  Wash.  438. 

A  broker,  in  an  action  for  commissions,  could  not  recover  for 
damages  for  breach  of  hii  contract  of  employment  without  plead- 
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ing  such  breach.    Knudson  d  Richardson  y.  Laurent,  140  N.  W. 
392,  159  Iowa,  189. 

Sec.  664.    Oorrespondeiice. 

Where  a  firm  of  real  estate  agents  sends  a  letter  to  a  land  owner 
enclosing  their  business  card  and  informing  him  what  the  busi- 
ness of  the  firm  is,  and  also  inquiring  whether  the  land  is  in  the 
market  and  its  price,  land  the  owner  immediately  answers,  giving 
the  price  of  the  land,  the  terms  and  conditions  of  sale,  <and  the 
amount  of  commissions  which  he  is  willing  to  allow  to  the  real 
estate  agents  for  selling  it,  and  they  immediately  commence  to 
act  as  the  agents  of  the  land  owner  in  trying  to  procure  a  pur- 
chaser of  the  land,  they  are  his  agents,  and  when  they  find  a 
purchaser  ready  to  purchase  the  land  upon  the  terms  and  condi- 
tions prescribed,  and  sell  the  land  to  him,  they  have  earned  their 
commissions.  Stephens  v.  Scott,  43  Kan.  285,  23  P.  555 ;  Imper- 
ato  V.  Wasboe,  93  N.  Y.  S.  489;  Rodman  v.  Manning  (Or.  Sup. 
'09)  99  P.  657,  1135;  Ispherding  v.  Wolf,  36  Ind.  App.  250,  75 
N.  E.  598;  Getzilsohn  v.  Donnell,  98  N.  T.  S.  213,  56  Misc.  164; 
Montgomery  v.  Amster  (Tex.  C.  A.  '09),  122  S.  W.  307;  Pattratz 
V.  Piper,  145  N.  W.  265,  95  Neb.  145 ;  Shaff  v.  Ash,  145  N.  W. 
271,  95  Neb.  255;  a  person  dealing  with  a  real  estate  agent,  with 
knowledge  that  the  agent's  authority  rests  on  correspondence  be- 
tween him  and  his  principal,  must  ascertain  the  extent  of  the 
agenfs  authority,  and  is  bound  by  the  restrictions  thereof. 
Strong  v.  Ross,  33  Ind.  App.  586,  71  N.  E.  918. 

Seal  estate  brokers  wrote  the  owner  of  a  lot  that 
they  had  a  customer  therefor  at  a  price  named,  and  asked 
for  an  answer,  and  in  reply  to  the  owner's  answer  asked  his  lowest 
price  and  stated  that  they  had  a  client  for  the  lot;  the  owner 
answered  naming  his  price,  to  which  the  brokers  replied  that 
their  client  deemed  the  price  too  high,  but  subsequently  wrote 
that  they  were  working  to  get  him  up  to  the  owner's  price,  on 
condition  that  a  second  mortgage  be  paid  off,  and  asked  the 
owner  to  come  to  the  city;  the  owner  did  not  answer  the  letter 
nor  come  to  the  city,  but  the  brokers  again  wrote  that  their  client 
would  pay  the  owner's  price  over  existing  mortgages,  to  which 
the  owner  answered  accepting,  providing  that  they  did  business  at 
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once,  whereupcm  the  brokers  telegraphed  or  wrote  the  owner  to 
come  to  their  office  on  a  day  stated,  but  this  tiie  owner  did  not 
do.  Held,  not  to  constitute  a  contract  of  employment.  Lotz  v. 
Levy,  104  N.  Y.  S.  1058,  120  App.  Div.  477.  Correspondence 
between  defendant  and  the  owner  respecting  defendant's  author- 
ity and  the  nature  of  his  dealings  with  the  owner  was  admissible, 
not  as  declarations  of  third  persons  against  plaintiff,  but  as 
tending  to  show  the  authority  given  defendant  by  the  owner,  and 
what  he  did  thereunder.  Wefel  v.  Stillman  (151  Ale.  249),  44 
S.  203.  On  the  issue  as  to  whether  a  loan  broker  was  the  agent 
of  the  defendant  in  negotiating  a  loan  for  him,  or  the  agent  of 
plaintiff  company  which  made  the  loan,  correspondence  between 
the  broker  and  the  plaintiff's  manager,  relative  to  defendant's 
loan  and  the  requested  extensions  thereof,  and  concerning  other 
loans  made  by  plaintiff  through  the  broker,  is  admissible  in  evi- 
dence, and  the  question  is  for  the  jury.  Jesson  v.  Texas  Land 
&  Loan  Co.  3  Tex.  Civ.  App.  25,  21  S.  W.  624 ;  HMiday  v.  Mc- 
Waiiams,  76  Neb.  324, 107  N.  W.,  578 ;  Bradley  v.  Bower  (Neb. 
Sup.  '04),  99  H.  W.  490;  Hardwick  v.  Marsh,  130  S.  W.  624,  96 
Ark.  23. 

Sec.  566.    Advances. 

The  fact  that  a  broker  employed  to  sell  land  advanced  the 
price  to  the  purchaser  did  not  make  him  the  purchaser's  agent. 
Qoodson  V.  Embleton,  106  Mo.  App.  77,  80  S.  W.  22;  Lawson 
V.  Thompson,  10  Utah,  462,  37  P.  732.  A  broker  negotiated  a 
sale  of  plaintiff's  land  to  defendant,  but  had  the  deed  made  out 
to  a  third  person,  who  afterwards  conveyed  to  defendant ;  a  few 
weeks  after  the  sale  the  defendant  agreed  to  let  the  broker  sell 
the  land  for  him  at  an  advance,  the  profits  to  be  equally  divided 
between  them;  plaintiff  did  not  know  at  the  time  of  the  sale 
that  defendant  was  the  purchaser,  and  there  was  then  no  arrange- 
ment or  understanding  between  defendant  and  the  broker  as  to 
any  resale  of  the  property  or  division  of  the  profits.  Held,  that 
there  was  nothing  in  the  transaction  in  fraud  of  plaintiff.  Olover 
V.  Layton,  145  HI.  92,  34  N.  E.  53. 

Sec.  666.    The  borrower. 

A  company  which  is  to  receive  a  commission  f  nwn  the  borrower 
for  procuring  a  loan,  and  which  makes  out  all  the  papers  without 
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knowing  from  whom  the  loan  is  to  be  obtained,  and  before  sab- 
nutting  them  to  the  lender,  is  the  agent  of  the  borrower  in 
procuring  the  loan.  Land  Mige.  etc.  Co.  v.  Preston,  119  Ala. 
290,  24  S.  707;  HammiU  v.  American,  etc.  Mtge.  Co.,  127  Ala. 
90,  28  S.  558.  A  broker  who  negotiated  a  loan  and  received  his 
commissions  from  the  borrower,  taking  a  note  payable  at  his 
office  to  the  lender,  is  not  authorized  to  receive  payments  on  such 
note.  EngUrd  v.  White,  92  Iowa,  97,  60  N.  W.  224.  See  also 
Sees.  255  and  257. 

Sec.  567.    Acceptances. 

Where  one  wrote  tacross  a  draft  ''accepted"  in  the  name  of 
his  principal,  by  himself  as  agent,  but  which  acceptance,  though 
authorized  in  fact,  did  not  in  law  bind  the  principal,  it  was  held 
that  unless  the  agent  used  the  name  of  his  principal  without 
authority  in  fact,  he  could  not  be  held  personally  bound.  Walker 
V.  Bank  of  State  of  N.  Y.,  5  Seld.  (N.  Y.)  582;  Duncan  v.  NiLes, 
32  111.  532.  Where  defendant  wrote  plaintiff  offering  to  pay  him 
ten  per  cent,  commissions  for  sales  of  land  made  for  defendant 
at  a  specified  price  to  persons  obtained  by  plaintiff  that  defendant 
had  no  agreement  with,  and  plaintiff  immediately  began  to  search 
for  purchasers  whom  he  succeeded  in  procuring,  his  acts  consti- 
tuted a  sufficient  acceptance  of  the  offer.  Brown  v.  Smith,  113 
Mo.  App.  59,  87  S.  W.  556.  The  performance  of  work  by  real 
estate  agents  in  pursuance  of  an  employment  to  sell  land,  when 
at  once  brought  home  to  the  knowledge  of  their  employer,  is  an 
acceptance  of  the  contract  of  emplojonent.  Arnold  v.  Nat.  Bk.  of 
Waupaca,  126  Wis.  362,  105  N.  W.  828,  3  L.  R.  A.  N.  S.  385. 
When  a  party  submits  to  another,  through  the  mail,  a  proposition 
of  purchase  or  sale,  the  receiver  of  the  proposition  has  the  right, 
within  a  reasonable  time  and  before  it  is  withdrawn,  to  accept 
by  a  writing  deposited  in  the  postoffice,  duly  stamped,  ready 
for  carriage  and  delivery,  and  such  an  acceptance  binds  the 
proposer  of  the  contract  from  the  time  the  deposit  is  made  in 
the  postoffice,  whether  it  be  delivered  or  not.    Scottish  American 
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Mtge.  Co.  v.  Davis,  96  Tex.  504,  U  S.  W.  17,  18;  DoUan  v.  MU- 
likean,  27  App.  D.  C.  600,  judg.  aflf-,  28  Sup.  Ct.  489,  209  U.  S. 
237,  52  L.  Ed.  768.  Where  an  owner  of  real  estate  asks  a  leal 
estate  broker  '%  get  a  deal,''  it  is  not  necessary  for  the  real  es- 
tate broker  to  assent  in  words,  if  he  procures  a  purchaser  he 
makes  a  contract  by  performance.  Lamh  v.  Prettyman,  33  Pa. 
Super.  Ct.  190.  Where  defendant  sent  to  plaintiff  a  power  of  at- 
torney for  the  sale  by  him  as  agent  of  defendant's  real  estate,  if 
an  acceptance  was  necessary  it  was  accepted  by  a  letter  from 
plaintiff  stating  that  he  had  a  buyer  for  the  place  and  that  he 
would  leave  on  a  day  named  with  him,  for  the  purpose  of  looking 
through  the  property.  Luckett  Land  &  Em,  Co.  v.  Brown,  118 
La.  943,  43  S.  628. 

The  mere  approval  of  a  contract  by  a  broker,  where  it  sub- 
stantially differs  from  that  which  he  was  employed  to  make,  can 
not  of  itself  be  held  to  be  an  acceptance  of  performance  of  the 
broker's  obligations.    Rieger  v.  Bigger,  29  Mo.  App.  421. 

In  an  action  by  the  grantor  of  realty  to  set  asdde  a  sale,  on 
the  ground  that  the  agent  employed  by  her  to  procure  a  pur- 
chaser, in  fact  purchased  the  property,  while  she  thought  the  sale 
was  being  made  to  another,  it  appeared  that  the  agent  had  in- 
duced her  to  sign  a  contract  of  purchase  with  such  other  party, 
the  agent  agreeing  to  execute  with  the  other  a  bond  accompany- 
ing a  mortgage  which  was  to  be  given  to  the  grantor;  subse- 
quently a  deed  was  given  running  to  the  agent;  the  bond  was 
signed  by  the  agent  and  the  other,  and  the  mortgage,  signed  by 
the  agent  alone,  was  kept  by  him  for  the  purpose  of  record; 
after  the  grantor  learned  that  the  deed  ran  to  the  agent  she 
informed  him,  on  the  payment  of  the  interest  on  the  purchase 
money  mortgage  given  by  him,  that  she  would  put  the  money 
in  bank  until  she  got  her  property  back,  and  stated  that  she  was 
going  to  see  a  lawyer.  Held,  that  the  acceptance  of  the  money 
did  not  constitute  a  ratification  of  the  transaction.  Clark  v. 
Bird,  72  N.  T.  S.  769,  66  App.  Div.  284.    See  also  Sees.  458,  618. 
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A  broker  wrote  the  owner  of  certain  property  asking  if  he 
tTouId  give  him  a  short  time,  say  thirty  days,  in  which  to  effect 
a  sale  at  a  stated  price  on  the  usual  conmiission  basis,  to  which 
the  owner  replied  that  the  broker  had  made  a  mistake  as  to  the 
price,  which  was  $5,000,  and  then  added  that  he  was  not  anxious 
to  sell,  but  might  consider  a  cash  offer.  Held,  not  an  acceptance 
of  the  broker's  offer  of  his  services  so  as  to  constitute  a  contract 
of  employment,  under  the  rule  that  to  constitute  a  contract  the 
acceptance  must  agree  with  and  be  in  the  same  terms  as  the  offer. 
Henry  v.  HarJcer,  118  P.  205,  61  Or.  276,  judg.  aff.  on  re.,  122 
P.  298,  61  Or.  276. 

Acceptance  by  the  principal  of  the  purchaser  is  conclusive  that 
he  is  able,  ready  and  willing  to  buy.  Handley  v.  Shaffer,  59  S, 
286,  177  Ala.  636 ;  Bailey  v.  Padgett,  70  S.  637,  195  Ala.  203. 

Where  defendant  applied  to  plaintiff  for  loan  "to  or  through*' 
such  broker,  to  be  made  within  reasonable  time,  and  both  parties 
contemplated  securing  loan  from  Insurance  Go.  and  plaintiff 
never  attempted  to  make  loan  himself,  defendant  could  repudiate 
application,  if  not  accepted  by  Insurance  Co.  virithin  reasonable 
time.  Calvin  Phillips  4k  Co.  v.  Newoc  Co.,  172  P.  355,  —  Wash. 
Sup.  — . 

Where  broker  prepared  a  contract  to  sell  land,  which  required 
that  certain  party  was  to  pay  his  commission,  the  execution  of 
such  contract  was  a  sufficient  acceptance  thereof  by  the  broker. 
EicJcmeier  v.  Oeddes,  126  N".  E.  850,  —  Ind.  App.  — . 

Acceptance  by  the  seller  of  a  purchaser  furnished  by  the  broker 
dispenses  virith  the  necessity  of  the  broker  showing,  in  an  action 
for  commissions,  that  the  purchaser  was  able,  ready  and  willing 
io  buy,  since  the  acceptance  is  taken  as  a  conclusive  admission  of 
that  fact.  De  Briere  v.  Teend  Bros.  Realty  Co.,  86  S.  628,  — 
Ala.  Sup.  — • 

Sec.  568.    Oonf ormity. 

Where  the  owner,  on  being  informed  by  the  broker  that  he 
has  sold  the  land  refuses  to  convey,  without  objecting  to  all  the 
terms  of  the  sale,  such  conduct  is  some  evidence  that  the  sale 
conformed  to  the  directions  given  to  the  broker.  Smith  y.  Keller, 
151  m.  618,  38  N.  E.  260. 
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Sec.  669.    Ck)8t8. 

Where  plaintiff,  when  she  sned  to  compel  specific  performance 
of  a  contract  to  convey  land^  made  by  defendant  with  her  as- 
signor, knew  who  owned  the  property  at  the  time  the  defendant 
undertook  to  contract  for  its  conveyance,  and  that  the  contract 
was  worthless,  she  was  nnable  to  recover  the  costs  incurred  in 
litigation,  in  an  action  on  defendant's  warranty  of  authority  as 
agent  to  sell.  Bowland  Y.  Hdtt,  106  N.  Y.  S.  55,  121  App. 
Div.  459. 

Sec.  570.    Oonditioiui  precedent  to  right  to  commissioiiB. 

A  proviso  in  a  broker's  contract  that  conmiission  shall  be 
payable  out  of  the  first  cash  payment  is  not  a  condition  precedent 
to  the  broker's  right  to  recover  his  commissions,  and  does  not 
mean  that  unless  there  is  a  cash  payment  there  are  to  be  no 
coDMuissions.  Finch  v.  Ouardian  Trust  Co,,  92  Mo.  App.  263. 
Eanma  v.  Espalla  (148  Ala.  313),  42  S.  443.    See  also  Sec.  501. 

The  principal  agreed  to  pay  the  broker's  commissions  for  sell- 
ing land  when  the  vendees  paid  a  certain  snim  and  gave  their 
notes  and  mortgage  for  the  balance.  The  vendees  executed  their 
note,  but  never  paid  the  money.  The  broker  was  not  entitled  to 
commissions.  McPhaU  v.  BueU,  87  Cal.  115,  25  P.  266 ;  Ormshy 
V.  Graham,  123  Iowa,  202,  98  N.  W.  724. 

"Where  a  contract  of  emplo3anent  makes  the  right  to  a  com- 
mission dependent  upon  the  payment  of  the  purchase  price,  the 
broker  can  not  recover  until  the  transaction  is  finally  consum- 
mated. Crem^rv.  MtHer,  56Minn.  52,  57N.  W.  318;  West  v.  ' 
Stoeckeh  6  Ohio  Dec.  (Eep.),  1082,  10  Am.  L.  Bee.  309;  Cham- 
bers V.  Armour,  83  S.  721,  —  Fla.  Sup.  — ;  HaHman  v.  Selling, 
189  P.  887,  —  Or.  Sup.  — ;  Murphy  r.  W.  £  W.  Live  Stock  Co., 
187  P.  867,  —  Wyo.  Sup.  — . 

Where,  in  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions  for  selling 
land,  plaintiff  relied  on  a  written  agreement  by  which  payment 
of  commissions  was  to  be  made,  "one-half  when  the  second  pay- 
ment of  building  loan  is  due  and  payable,  and  the  balance  imme- 
diately after  inclosure  payment  is  due  and  made,"  these  two 
events  were  conditions  precedent  to  plaintiff's  right  to  recover, 
and  should  have  been  pleaded  and  proved  on  the  trial.  Turner 
V.  Lane,  93  N.  T.  S.  1083,  47  Misc.  387;  Jaupal  V.  Gold,  106  N. 
T.  S.  891,  122  App.  Div.  401. 
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Where  a  broker  agrees  to  sell  land  upon  condition  that  the 
owner  shall  first  make  $500  out  of  the  sale,  the  broker  to  have 
the  rest  as  his  commission,  he  is  not  entitled  to  a  commission 
for  merely  finding  a  purchaser  upon  the  sale  to  such  purchaser 
falling  through  on  account  of  a  defect  in  the  title.  Seattle  Land 
Co.  V.  Day,  2  Waah.  451,  27  P.  74 ;  Hess  v.  Eggers,  78  N.  Y.  S. 
1119,  38  Misc.  726,  affirming  76  N.  Y.  S.  980,  37  Misc.  845. 
Contra,  Putzel  v.  Wilson,  2  N.  Y.  S.  47,  49  Hun,  220. 

A  stipulation  that  the  principal  is  to  pay  the  broker  a  cer- 
tain commission  for  negotiating  a  loan,  when  made,  and  the 
loan  fails  by  reason  of  a  defective  title,  does  not  make  the  right 
to  a  commission  dependent  on  the  making  of  the  loan.  Fitz- 
Patrick  V.  GiUon,  176  Mass.  477,  57  N.  B.  1000.    See  also  Sec.  501. 

Where  a  broker's  contract  for  commission  provided  that  the 
amount  sued  for  was  paynble  out  of  the  last  cash  payment, 
such  payment  constituted  a  condition  precedent  to  any  liability 
on  defendant's  part  to  pay  such  sum  to  plaintiff,  and  hence  an 
allegation  in  plaintiff's  complaint  that  the  sum  sued  for  * 'be- 
came due"  on  a  given  date,  was  not  a  sufficient  allegation  that 
the  condition  precedent  had  happened.  Nekarda  v.  Presherger, 
107  N.  Y.  S.  897,  123  App.  Div.  418. 

If  the  right  to  a  commission  is  dependent  on  payment  of 
the  price  by  the  purchaser,  the  broker  must  show  either  pay- 
ment or  a  tender  thereof.  Burnett  v.  EdJing,  19  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  711,  48  S.  W.  775 ;  Fisk  v.  Soule,  87  Cal.  313,  25  P.  430. 
Under  a  contract  providing  for  the  payment  of  commissions 
**at  the  time  of  the  payment  by  said  purchaser,"  the  broker 
was  entitled  to  a  commission  on  a  partial  payment,  payment 
of  commissions  not  being  dependent  on  the  payment  of  the 
entire  purchase  price,  though  the  principal,  a  part  owner,  re- 
ceived no  part  of  the  said  payment.  Frank  v.  Bonnevie,  20 
Colo.  App.  164,  77  P.  363.    See  also  Sees.  297,  470. 

Where  land  is  sold  for  a  price  payable  in  installments,  and 
the  commission  is  to  be  paid  as  each  installment  is  received, 
if  the  purchaser  defaults  after  making  certain  payments,  and 
the  land  is  sold  at  judicial  sale,  and  bought  in  by  the  prin- 
cipal in  full  satisfaction  of  the  price,  the  broker  is  entitled  to 
full  commissions.  Crane  v.  Eddy,  191  111.  645,  61  N.  E.  431,  85 
Am.  St.  B.  284. 
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Where  the  parties  were  familiar  with  the  facts^  and  defend- 
ants were  notified  that  plaintiffs  woidd  claim  their  commis- 
sions^ a  demand  before  suit  was  nnnecessarj.  Clifford  Y.  Meyer, 
6  Ind.  App.  633^  34  N.  E.  23.  In  some  contracts  the  delivery 
of  the  deed  is  made  a  condition  precedent  to  the  broker's  being 
entitled  to  his  commissions.  Beebe  Y.  Roberts,  3  E.  D.  Smith 
(N.  Y.),  194.    See  also  Sec.  536. 

Where  an  authorized  agent  agreed  to  sell  land,  subject  to 
the  approval  of  the  owners^  the  approval  of  the  owners  was 
necessary  to  constitute  a  contract  enforceable  by  either  party, 
as  the  purchaser  was  not  bound  to  accept  the  conveyance  of 
an  interest  of  only  one  owner.  Jacob  son  y.  Hendricks  (Conn. 
Sup.  '10),  75  A.  85. 

A  broker  having  agreed  to  put  through  a  change  of  defend- 
ant's location  in  consideration  of  a  bonus,  he  was  required  to 
carry  the  transaction  to  a  successful  termination,  as  a  condition 
precedent  to  the  right  to  commissions,  and  the  same  having  been 
abandoned  because  of  defendant's  inability  to  comply  with  the 
terms  required,  the  broker  could  not  recover.  Holton  v.  Job  Iron 
a  Steel  Co.,  204  P.  947,  123  C.  C.  A.  269. 

A  broker  employed  to  procure  a  purchaser  on  specified  terms, 
who  produces  a  purchaser  who  enters  into  a  tentstive  agreement 
with  the  owner  as  to  the  terms  of  sale,  but  who  does  not  per- 
form a  condition  precedent  to  the  taking  effect  of  the  contract, 
is  not  entitled  to  his  commission.  Nayl  v.  Small,  138  N.  W.  849, 
159  Iowa,  387. 

Under  a  contract  of  exclusive  agency  to  sell  a  parcel  of  a  large 
tract  of  land  at  a  stated  commission  per  acre,  and  providing  for 
withholding  parts  of  the  commission  xmtil  payments  of  deferred 
instalments  of  the  price  of  parcels  sold  on  time,  the  commissions 
were  payable  out  of  the  proceeds  of  sale,  and  were  not  unoondi- 
iional  obligations.  Mallon  v.  Interstate  Inv.  Co.,  114  P.  167,  62 
Wash.  187. 

Where  a  contract  between  owners  of  land,  giving  the  agent  the 
right  for  a  specified  period  to  subdivide  land  into  lots  and  sell 
the  same,  accounting  to  the  owners  for  a  specified  amount  per 
foot,  and  taking  the  excess  for  his  services,  was  subsequently 
modified  by  a  provision  that  the  owners  should  cause  a  plat  of 
the  subdivision  to  be  approved  by  parties  named,  so  that  it  could 
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be  recorded  when  the  dedication  of  a  certain  street  had  been  ef- 
fected^  whereupon  the  selling  agent  should  furnish  security  for 
the  faithful  performance  of  the  contract  as  modified.  Held,  that 
the  causing  by  the  owners  of  the  plat  to  be  approved  by  the  par- 
ties named  was  a  condition  precedent  to  the  fximishing  of  the 
security  by  the  selling  agent,  and  until  that  was  done  he  was  not 
in  default.  Bandle  y.  Washington  Loan  d  Trust  Co.,  45  App. 
D.  C.  505. 

Where  real  estate  broker  is  entitled  to  a  certain  siun  in  addition 
to  his  stipulated  commissions  only  in  case  the  contract  of  sale  is 
consummated  and  the  entire  purchase  price  paid,  or  in  the  event 
that  a  certain  sum  as  eameert  money  is  retained  as  liquidated 
damages,  under  the  terms  of  such  contract  of  sale,  and  neither 
of  such  events  happens,  he  is  entitled  to  recover  only  such  stipu- 
lated commission.    Strussheim  v.  Reuttinger,  198  111.  App.  258. 

Under  a  contract  between  real  estate  brokers  whereby  defend- 
ants agreed  to  pay  plaintiffs  a  part  of  a  commission  in  making 
a  second  mortgage  loan,  and  providing  that  the  amount  specified 
should  be  paid  plaintifiEs  when  the  money  on  the  mortgage  was 
paid;  held,  that  the  right  of  the  plaintiffs  was  dependent  on  the 
making  of  the  loan,  as  a  condition  precedent,  and  that  they  could 
not  recover  under  such  contract  without  first  showing  that  the 
loan  was  in  fact  made.    Stein  v.  Emerman,  203  111.  App.  316. 

Where  a  rent  agent  enters  into  a  contract  of  lease  with  a  ten- 
ant, it  is  not  competent  to  engraft  on  terms  of  contract  stipula- 
tions as  to  conmiission  so  as  to  bind  owner,  as  such  stipulations 
are  foreign  to  the  subject-matter  of  lease,  and  do  not  concern  the 
parties  thereto.  Forrest  A  Oeorge  Adair  v.  Smith,  98  S.  E  224, 
23  Ga.  App.  290. 

Under  a  contract  whereby  defendant  agreed  to  pay  a  broker 
in  case  a  deal  or  trade  was  made  between  him  and  S.  a  specified 
aum,  the  broker  ^Ho  accept  securities  for  same  that  I  receive 
from  S.'',  the  broker  was  only  entitled  to  his  commission,  if  at 
all,  out  of  the  securities  received,  unless  defendant  was  at  fault 
in  failing  to  carry  out  the  contract  with  S.  Thompson  v.  Byan, 
176  N.  W.  276,  mod.  opin.  on  re.,  174  N.  W.  15,  —  Iowa  Sup.  — . 
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Sec.  571.    Oonrts. 

Contracts  with  brokers  for  the  sale  of  real  properly  are 
presumptively  entered  into  in  good  faith,  and  it  is  the  province 
of  the  courts,  in  administering  the  law  as  to  such  contracts, 
to  carefully  protect  the  interests  of  the  parties  according  to 
the  true  spirit  and  meaning  of  the  contracts.  C order  v.  O'NeiU, 
176  Mo.  401,  75  S.  W.  764.  Where  two  parties  make  a  parol 
contract,  and  they  disagree  about  its  terms,  it  is  the  duty  of 
the  court,  in  an  action  arising  thereon,  to  explain  to  the  jury, 
when  requested,  the  legal  effect  of  each  party's  recollection  of 
the  terms  of  the^ame.  Stewart  v.  Fowler,  37  Kan.  677,  15 
P.  918.  Fulfillment  of  an  owner's  contract  entered  into  by  a 
landowner  for  the  payment  of  commissions  will  not,  where  it  was 
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not  illegal^  be  interfered  with  by  the  conrts.    Michael  y.  White, 
181  S.  W.  130,  121  Ark.  31& 

Sao.  672.    Eqnitj. 

A  court  of  equity  will  not  enforce  against  the  owner  of  land 
a  contract  of  sale  made  by  his  agent  under  authority  given 
six  years  before,  where  the  land  has  greatly  appreciated  in 
value  meantime,  and  the  agent,  without  advising  his  principal 
of  such  fact,  made  the  sale  for  a  price  grossly  inadequate  at 
the  time,  though  within  the  terms  of  the  original  authority. 
Hall  V.  Oambrill  92  Fed.  32,  34  C.  C.  A.  190;  Proudfoot  v. 
Wightman,  78  111.  553.    Compare  Sec.  762. 

A  broker  procured  to  be  made  to  himself  a  deed  of  land 
which  he  was  employed  .to  sell,  the  grantor  intending  it  only 
as  a  means  of  carrying  into  effect  a  supposed  sale  to  a  third 
party,  but  the  grantee  described  intended  to  obtain  the  land 
to  his  own  use,  and  also  fraudulently  misrepresented  the  value 
of  the  consideration,  which  consisted  of  certificates  of  stock 
in  mining  companies.  Held,  that  the  deed  was  not  void,  but 
only  voidable,  on  either  ground,  and  that  if  the  grantor,  who 
soon  learned  the  facts  entitling  him  to  a  reconveyance,  neg- 
lected for  more  than  two  years  to  do  any  act  to  avoid  it,  and 
exchanged  the  stocks  for  other  stocks,  he  must  be  taken  to 
have  ratified  the  conveyance,  and  could  not  maintain  a  writ 
of  entry  to  recover  the  land.  Bassett  v.  Brown,  105  Mass.  551. 
Compare  Sec.  321. 

An  agent  sold  land  of  his  principal  and  took  a  note  for  the 
purchase  money  in  the  name  of  himself  and  his  principal,  and 
assigned  it  to  C,  who  sued  thereon  in  the  names  of  the  payees 
for  his  use  and  recovered  judgment.  Held,  that  the  assign- 
ment by  the  agent  passed  no  interest  of  his  principal,  and 
that  equity  would  relieve  against  the  judgment.  Wright  v. 
Bay,  3  Humphrey  (Tenn.),  68. 

Where  defendant  obtained  authority  from  plaintiff  to  sell 
timber  for  the  latter,  and  procured  purchasers  at  the  price 
named  by  plaintiff,  but  represented  to  plaintiff  that  he  made 
the  sale  at  a  much  less  price,  and  could  not  get  the  price  named 
by  plaintiff,  and  thus  induced  plaintiff  to  convey  the  timber 
to  the  purchasers  at  the  less  price  and  appropriated  the  bal- 
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ance  paid  for  the  timber  by  the  purchasers  to  himself,  mider 
a  secret  agreement  with  them,  the  transaction  was  a  fraud  on 
plaintiff,  and  he  was  entitled  to  equitable  relief.  Lee  v.  PaUillo, 
105  Va.  10,  52  S.  E.  696. 

In  an  action  for  the  breach  of  a  contract  to  pay  a  broker  a 
specific  amount  for  procuring  a  loan  on  defendant's  prop- 
erty, where  defendant's  refusal  to  accept  the  loan  was  shown, 
defendant  may  prove  that  the  broker  had  agreed  to  pay  the 
lender  a  bonus  of  a  specified  per  cent,  of  his  commission,  to 
show  the  amount  the  broker  was  entitled  to  recover,  on  the 
equitable  principle  that  the  recovery  must  be  confined  to  the 
actual  loss.  Finck  v.  Pierce,  103  N.  Y.  S.  765,  53  Misc.  554; 
Oatling  v.  Central  Spar  Verein,  73  N.  Y.  S.  765,  55  Misc.  554; 
McOovern  v.  Bennett,  146  Mich.  558,  109  N.  W.  1055,  13  D.  L. 
N.  853 ;  Duncan  v.  Borden,  13  Colo.  App.  481,  59  P.  60.  See  also 
Sees.  1070,  1078. 

Defendant,  a  real  estate  agent,  submitted  to  his  non-resident 
principal  an  offer  for  certain  real  estate,  made  by  a  person 
in  his  employ,  without  stating  this  fact,  at  a  time  when  values 
were  rapidly  appreciating,  which  offer  was  accepted  by  plain- 
tiff. The  alleged  purchaser,  finding  himself  unable  to  raise  the 
money,  conveyed  to  defendant,  who  assumed  the  former's  lia- 
bility. Held,  that  the  conveyance  would  not  be  cancelled  in 
the  absence  of  proof  that  defendant  intended  to  purchase  his 
principal's  property  in  the  name  of  another.  Bookwalter  v. 
Lansing,  23  Neb.  291,  36  N.  W.  549. 

Where  agents  of  the  owner  of  land  in  contracting  to  sell 
it  exceeded  their  authority  by  extending  the  time  within  which 
the  purchaser  could  make  a  cash  payment,  and  by  receiving  a 
sum  to  be  held  for  the  principal  as  a  forfeit  or  payment  on 
the  purchase  price,  the  purchaser  was  not  entitled  to  specific 
performance  of  the  contract.  Shirley  v.  Coffin  (Tex.  Civ.  App. 
'09),  121  S.  W.  181. 

Defendant  M.,  represlenting  that  he  owned  or  controlled  cer- 
tain mining  claims,  employed  plaintiff  to  procure  capital  to 
purchase  and  operate  them,  whereupon  complainant  procured 
defendant  L.  to  advance  money,  under  a  contract  between  M. 
and  L.  for  the  conveyance  of  the  claims  to  a  corporation  which 
they  formed,  it  being  agreed  that  a  portion  of  the  stock  should 
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be  issued  to  M.  in  consideration  of  a  transfer  of  the  claims  to 
the  corporation,  and  that  a  portion  of  M/s  stock  so  issued 
should  be  transferred  to  L.,  in  payment  for  the  money  which 
he  advanced,  both  M.  and  L.  agreeing  that  the  plaintiff  should 
receive  $50,000  of  such  stock  for  his  commissions.  M.  in  fact 
never  purchased  or  conveyed  any  claims  to  the  corporation 
with  money  furnished  by  L.,  but  squandered  such  money,  and 
no  stock  was  issued  to  him  therefor.  Held,  that,  while  com- 
plainanty  under  such  f acts,  had  a  cause  of  action  at  law  for  his 
services  against  M.  &  L.,  he  could  not  maintain  a  bill  in  equity 
against  the  corporation,  or  either  M.  or  L.  to  compel  a  trans- 
fer of  $50,000  of  the  corporation's  stock  to  him.  Also  held, 
that  specific  performance  of  M.'s  agreement  to  convey  the  min- 
ing claims  to  the  corporation  could  not  be  decreed,  as  it  did 
not  appear  that  M.  had  title  thereto,  but  the  contrary;  and 
that  neither  Martin,  nor  Ryan,  nor  Lewis  had  equitable  title 
to  the  stock,  which  belonged  to  the  company.  Ryan  v.  Martin, 
165  F.  765. 

A  vendor  of  land  who  has  been  compelled  by  a  decree  avoid- 
ing the  sale  to  repay  the  commissions  paid  directly  to  the 
agent  by  the  purchaser  as  a  part  of  the  consideration,  being 
entitled  to  recover  them  from  the  agent  in  assumpsit,  is  not 
entitled  to  relief  in  equity  by  subrogation  to  the  rights  which 
the  purchaser  had,  but  did  not  urge  against  the  agent.  Volker 
V.  Fisk  (N.  J.  Eq.  '09),  72  A.  1011. 

A  cause  of  action  for  commissions  by  a  broker  who  procures  a 
purchaser,  making  a  contract  with  the  owner  stipulating  for  a 
forfeiture  as  liquidated  damages  of  the  partial  payment  in  the 
event  of  the  purchaser's  failure  to  complete  the  contract,  arises 
when  the  sale  is  consummated  or  the  contract  may  be  specifically 
enforced.  Ramsey  v.  West  Texas  Bank  £  Trust  Co.,  155  S,  W. 
651,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

Where  plaintiff's  brokers  fraudulently  secured  title  to  certain 
real  estate  belonging  to  plaintiff  and  incumbered  it,  plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  hare  the  incumbrance  cancelled  and  the  title  restored. 
Monyhan  v.  Wolff,  143  P.  824,  26  Colo.  App.  289. 

Where  an  agent,  without  the  knowledge  of  his  principal,  acted 
for  the  other  party  to  a  contract  for  an  exchange  of  land,  and 
the  principal  brought  an  action  to  rescind  the  contract,  and  was 
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denied  rescisBion  because  she  was  unable  to  put  defendant  in  statu 
quo,  and  the  court  found  that  she  was  entitled  to  receive  from 
defendant  a  sum  of  money  which  defendant  had  agreed  to  pay 
on  a  mortgage  on  the  land  conveyed  to  him,  but  had  wrongfully 
refused  to  pay  the  same,  judgment  for  such  sum  would  be  ren- 
dered as  all^rnative  relief^  not  only  against  defendant,  but  against 
the  agent,  who  was  also  a  party  to  the  action.  Neuman  v.  Fried- 
man, 136  S.  W.  251,  156  Mo.  App.  142. 

A  purchase  of  land  by  an  agent  for  its  sale,  who,  without 
knowledge  of  his  principal,  buys  property  that  he  was  to  sell; 
held,  voidable  at  the  instance  of  the  grantor.  Payne  v.  Beard, 
247  P.  247,  159  C.  C.  A.  341,  cer.  den..  Beard  v.  Payne,  38  S. 
Ct.  335,  246  U.  S.  666,  62  L.  Ed.  929. 

Where  contract  of  sale  provided  that  broker  should  have  the 
right  to  demand  the  delivery  of  a  deed,  the  broker  can  not  insist 
that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  owner  to  enforce  specific  performance. 
Alison  V.  Chapman,  173  P.  389,  —  Cal.  App.  — , 

An  agent  of  an  owner  to  find  a  purchaser  on  the  owner^s  terms, 
by  a  sale  of  land  on  such  terms  could  not  compel  its  conveyance. 
SchuhmMher  v.  Lebeck,  173  P.  1072,  —  Kan.  Sup.  — . 

Attempt  by  agent  authorized  to  find  a  purchaser  for  land  on 
certain  terms  to  purchase  the  land  for  himself,  without  disclosing 
himself  as  purchaser,  was  within  the  rule  forbidding  a  selling 
agent  to  buy  for  himself,  that  he  was  to  receive  as  compensation 
whatever  the  land  brought  over  a  fixed  sum.    Id. 

A  contract  for  the  sale  of  realty  negotiated  by  a  broker  who 
represents  not  only  the  seller  but  also  the  purchaser,  without  the 
seller's  knowledge,  is  voidable  at  the  seller's  option.  McOulUy  v. 
Rivers,  170  K  W.  24,  200  Mich.  417. 

In  a  suit  by  a  property  owner  for  the  cancellation  of  notes 
which  he  executed  and  delivered  to  defendants  as  compensation 
for  the  negotiation  of  a  loan,  which  was  intended  to  enable  him 
to  construct  a  permanent  building  on  his  property;  held,  that 
the  notes  should  be  cancelled,  as  without  consideration,  the  loan 
not  having  been  consummated  because  of  conditions  insisted  upon 
by  the  lender  procured  by  the  brokers.  Newman  v.  Adelsperger, 
173  N.  W.  351,  —  Mich!  Sup.  — . 

If  the  broker  was  the  agent  of  the  buyers  of  land  and  collected 
full  price  from  them  and  failed  to  pay  it  to  the  seller,  as  between 
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the  seller  and  buyers  the  transaction  will  be  treated  as  if  the 
buyers  had  not  paid  any  part  of  the  price,  and  decree  of  cancel- 
lation of  the  seller's  deed  to  them  will  result.  Wynn  v.  Hoffman, 
82  S.  32,  —  Ala.  Sup.  — . 

Equity  has  jurisdiction  of  a  suit  by  a  corporation  against  a 
real  estate  agent  who  was  engaged  to  purchase  a  factory  site  for 
the  corporation;  and,  notwithstanding  the  fiduciary  relations, 
made  a  certain  profit,  the  jurisdiction  of  equity  not  being  denied 
by  reason  of  a  right  of  action  at  law  and  on  quasi  contract. 
H.  J.  Jaeger  Co.  v.  Hannan,  108  A.  1,  —  N.  J.  Eq.  — 

Where  owner  of  land,  upon  selling  it,  gave  to  broker  who  had 
assicrted  in  procuring  the  purchaser  the  owner's  note,  which  was 
to  be  surrendered  by  the  broker  to  the  owner,  if  notes  represent- 
ing three  instalments  of  the  purchase  price  of  the  land  were  not 
paid,  and  later  the  land  sale  was  cancelled  and  the  land  recon- 
veyed  to  the  owner,  but  the  owner's  note  to  the  broker  was 
transferred  by  the  latter  to  an  innocent  purchaser  before  matur- 
ity which  recovered  thereon,  the  owner  was  entitled  to  recover 
over  against  the  broker.  OiUean  v.  First  State  Bank  of  Barry, 
219  S.  W.  896,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

If  a  real  estate  agent  having  property  of  another  to  sell  became 
personally  interested  in  the  sale,  without  knowledge  of  the  owner, 
equity  will  not  aid  him  (broker)  in  enforcing  his  interest  so  ac- 
quired in  the  property  sold.  Chester  v.  Campbell,  109  A.  901,  — 
If .  J.  Ct.  of  Err.  and  App.  — . 

In  view  of  the  relations  between  parties  the  real  estate  broker 
with  whom  property  is  listed  for  sale  can  not  purchase  it  for 
himself,  or  become  interested  in  the  purchase,  unless  his  interest 
is  disclosed  to  the  principal,  and  even  when  disclosed  his  actions 
must  be  characterized  by  the  utmost  good  faith  thereafter,  and 
broker  who  undertook  to  find  a  purchaser  for  property  belonging 
to  an  aged  woman  can  not,  where  he  did  not  disclose  to  her  his 
interest,  have  specifically  enforced  for  his  own  benefit  as  pur- 
chaser a  contract  for  sale  which  she  signed,  but  which  obligated 
no  one  to  purchase.  Besser  v.  Allen,  111  A.  885,  —  B.  I. 
Sup.  — . 

In  an  action  for  specific  performance  of  contract  for  sale  of 
land,  it  must  be  shown  that  the  agenfs  authority  was  identical 
with  the  terms  of  contract  sued  on,  and  if  terms  of  contract  vary 
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from  express  authority,  where  express  authority  rests  in  parol, 
proof  of  parol  authority  must  be  clear  and  convincing,  and  also 
show  authority  to  include  all  material  terms  embodied  in  con- 
tract.   Spengler  v.  Sonnenberg,  88  0.  S.  192. 
Sec.  673.    Exceptions. 

Where  an  agent  in  making  a  sale  of  real  estate  has  acted  as 
agent  for  the  vendor  as  well  as  the  vendee,  he  can  not  recover 
commissions  from  the  vendee,  unless  he  brings  the  case  within 
one  of  the  established  exceptions  to  the  general  role  that  an 
agent  can  not  recover  commissions  from  both  parties  to  the 
transaction.    Bunn  v.  Kerch,  214  111.  259,  73  N.  B.  419. 

Sec.  674.    ¥ofrg&ry. 

The  treasurer  of  a  charitable  corporation,  without  authority, 
took  railroad  bonds  registered  in  the  name  of  the  corpora- 
tion,  to  a  broker  for  sale;  the  broker  refused  to  handle  the 
bonds  unless  they  were  made  transferable  to  bearer  by  the 
legal  transfer  agent  of  the  railroad;  the  transfer  agent  re- 
quired from  the  corporation  a  copy  of  a  resolution  of  its  di- 
rectors authorizing  the  transfer  and  a  power  of  attorney  to 
make  it;  the  treasurer  drew  up  a  resolution  of  authority  and 
forged  thereto  the  signatures  of  the  officers  and  the  seal  of  the 
corporation,  and  also  forged  a  power  of  attorney;  the  transfer 
agenlT  thereupon,  in  good  faith,  made  the  transfer,  and  the 
broker  sold  the  bonds.  Held,  that  the  broker  and  the  railroad 
company  were  liable  to  the  corporation  for  the  value  of  the 
bonds,  though  both  acted  in  good  faith,  and  the  corporation  may 
recover  from  either.  Jennie  Clarhson  Home  for  Children  v.  B.  B. 
Cc,  87  N.  Y.  S.  348,  1137,  1138,  92  A.  D.  491,  618,  617,  182 
N.  Y.  47,  507,  74  N.  E.  571,  1118,  70  L.  K.  A.  787.    Compare 

Sees.  351,  280. 

Ordinarily,  however,  brokers  are  not  personally  liable  for  loss 
on  a  forged  note  sold  by  them,  where  they  advised  the  vendee  at 
the  sale  that  they  were  acting  as  agents  and  disclosed  their  prin- 
cipal.   Bailey  v.  Oalbreath,  100  Tenn.  599,  47  S.  W.  84. 

A  real  estate  agent  enlisting  a  large  tract  of  land  for  an  owner 
to  be  sold  in  subdivisions,  who  told  a  purchaser,  with  knowledge 
of  the  agency,  but  not  that  prices  had  been  fixed,  that  the  price 
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of  the  particular  tract  was  $500,  $250  down  and  $250  in  six 
months,  was  acting  within  the  scope  of  his  apparent  authority 
when  he  delivered  a  forged  contract  for  deed,  and  a  forged  deed, 
when  the  purchaser  made  the  two  payments,  though  the  agent 
was  not  authorized  to  sell  the  particular  tract  for  less  than  $600. 
Bagley  v.  Paris,  179  P.  795,  —  Wash.  Sup.  — . 

Sec.  575.    Loan  payable  in  gold. 

Where  plaintiffs  were  employed  by  defendants  to  procure  for 
them  a  loan  on  a  mortgage  on  land,  and  the  loan  was  not  made 
solely  because  the  lender  found  insisted  on  a  clause  in  the 
mortgage  that  the  principal  and  interest  should  be  paid  in 
gold;  the  plaintiffs  did  not  perform  the  contract  and  are  not 
entitled  to  compensation,  since  the  contract  meant  a  loan  to 
be  paid  in  lawful  money,  and  the  mortgage  loan  could  not  be 
paid  in  but  one  kind  of  money.  Castan  v.  Quimby,  178  Mass. 
153,  59  N.  B.  653.    See  also  Sec.  646. 

Sec  576.    Licenses. 

In  the  absence  of  evidence  to  the  contrary,  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  licensed  to  act  as  a  broker  will  always  be  presumed. 
Munson  v.  Fenno,  87  111.  App.  655;  Shapler  v.  Scott,  85  Pa. 
St  329. 

It  is  the  rule  in  most  jurisdictions  that  a  broker  who  fails 
to  procure  a  license  to  carry  on  his  business,  as  required  by 
law,  is  barred  recovery  of  conmiissions  for  acting  as  broker. 
Whitfield  V.  HuUng,  50  lU.  App.  179 ;  Eckert  v.  Collot,  46  111. 
App.  361;  Seeder  v.  Jones  (Del.  Super.  '02),  65  A.  571;  Rich- 
ardson V.  Brix,  94  Iowa,  626,  63  N.  W.  325 ;  Tount  v.  Denning, 
52  Kan.  629,  35  P.  207;  Buckley  v.  Humason,  50  Minn.  195, 
52  N.  W.  385 ;  Wicks  v.  Carlisle,  12  OHa.  337,  72  P.  377 ;  John- 
son  V.  HuUngs,  103  Pa.  St.  498 ;  Coles  v.  Meade,  5  Pa.  Super. 
Ct.  334;  Costello  v.  Ooldheck,  9  Phila.   (Pa.)   158;  Stevenson 
▼.  Etving,  87  Tenn.  46,  9  S.  W.  230 ;  Saule  v.  Ryan  (Tenn.  Ch. 
App.  '99),  53  S.  W.  977;  PHe  v.  Carfenter,  118  Tenn.  288,  99 
S.  W.  360 ;  Weinshenker  v.  Epstein,  176  111.  App.  104 ;  Friedland 
V.  Isenstein,  101  111.  App.  109;  Fuerst  v.  Stone,  102  HI.  App. 
256. 

In  some  of  the  States  the  courts  allow  the  recovery  of  com- 
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missions  by  an  unlicensed  broker,  npon  the  ground  that  the 
license  laws  are  enacted  purely  as  revenue  measures,  and  have 
np  effect  on  the  rights  of  the  parties  inter  se.  Houston  v.  Bo- 
agni,  McGloin  (La.)>  164;  Walker  v.  Baldwin,  103  Md.  352, 
63  A.  362;  Tocher  v.  Duckworth,  107  Mo.  App.  231,  80  S.  W. 
963 ;  Prince  v.  Eighth  8t  Baptist  Ch.,  20  Mo.  App.  332 ;  Ruck- 
man  V.  Berghold,  37  N.  J.  L.  437;  Amato  v.  Dreyfus  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.  '96),  34  S.  W.  460;  Watkins  Ld.  Mtge.  Co.  v.  Thetford 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.  '06),  96  S.  W.  72;  Oher  v.  Stephens,  54  W. 
Va.  354,  46  S.  B.  195;  Stiewel  v.  Lally,  89  Ark.  195,  115  S.  W. 
1134;  Smith  v.  Sharp,  50  S.  381,  162  Ala.  433,  136  Am.  St.  Bep. 
52;  Alford  v.  Creigh,  62  S.  254,  7  Ala.  App.  358;  Hodges  v. 
Bayley,  143  S.  W.  92,  102  Ark.  200;  Harrison  v.  Kersey,  64  S. 
353,  67  Fla.  24;  Baskett  v.  Jones,  225  S.  W.  158,  —  Ky.  Ct 
App.  — . 

The  fact  that  a  real  estate  agent  had  a  license  at  the  time 
of  the  action  to  recover  commissions  does  not  raise  a  presump- 
tion that  he  bad  a  license  two  years  before,  at  the  time  of  the 
transaction.    Eckret  v.  Collet,  46  111.  App.  361. 

One  who,  while  engaged  in  other  business,  sells  land  for  an- 
other, may  recover  his  commissions,  though  he  had  not  taken 
out  a  license  as  required  of  real  estate  agents,  since  a  single 
sale  does  not  constitute  the  exercise  of  the  business  of  real  estate 
brokerage.  O'Neill  v.  Sinclair,  153  HI.  525,  39  N.  E.  124; 
Boeder  v.  Butler,  19  Pa.  Sup.  Ct.  604;  Jackson  v.  Hough,  38 
W.  Va.  236,  18  S.  E.  575;  Pope  v.  Beale,  108  Mass.  561;  Packer 
V.  Sheppard,  127  111.  Ap.  698.  Infra,  Springsteen  v.  Lewis,  259 
P.  518. 

The  fact  that  the  agent  had  taken  out  no  license  as  a  real 
estate  agent  under  the  internal  revenue  law  of  the  United 
States  will  not  affect  his  right  to  recover  compensation;  the 
sole  object  of  that  law  in  requiring  real  estate  agents  to  take 
out  licenses  was  to  raise  revenue;  the  question  in  such  case  is, 
whether  the  statute  was  intended  as  a  protective  measure  or 
merely  as  a  fiscal  expedient;  whether  the  Legislature  intended 
to  prohibit  the  act  unless  done  by  a  qualified  person,  or  merely, 
that  the  person  who  did  it  should  pay  a  license  fee ;  if  the  lat- 
ter, the  act  is  not  illegal.    Ruckman  v.  Bergholz,  37  N.  J.  L.  437. 

A  trust  company  incorporated  in  Pennsylvania,  under  an 
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act  of  the  Legislature,  and  authorized  to  buy  and  sell  real  es- 
tate, is  not  liable  as  a  real  estate  broker  for  the  license  tax 
imposed  on  any  individual  or  corporation.  Commonwealth  v. 
Real  Estate  Trust  Co.,  211  Pa.  St.  51,  60  A.  551 ;  Manke  v.  Tinghj 
98  P.  792  (^an.  Sup.  '08). 

An  auction  sale  of  real  property  does  not  make  the  one  ne- 
gotiating such  sale  a  broker  within  the  meaning  of  the  license 
act  Yedinsky  v.  Strouse,  6  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  587,  42  Week.  Not. 
Cas.  12.  A  receipt  for  license  from  the  State  Treasurer  is  not 
such  a  license  as  authorizes  a  real  estate  broker  to  act  so  as 
to  relieve  himself  from  penalties,  and  to  enable  him  to  recover 
commissions.    Jadivin  v.  Hurley,  10  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  104. 

Unless  it  clearly  appears  that  the  Legislature  intended  more, 
it  will  be  held  that  the  penalty  imposed  by  the  act  on  a  real 
estate  agent  selling  property  on  commission,  without  a  license, 
excludes  all  others.  Oler  v.  Stephens,  54  W.  Va.  354,  46  S. 
E.  195;  Coll  V.  Dunlevie,  63  W.  Va.  398,  60  S.  B.  384.  A 
person  who  sells  property  for  another  under  a  special  contract, 
without  holding  himself  out  to  be  a  real  estate  broker,  may  re- 
cover though  he  has  not  complied  with  the  act  requiring  real 
estate  brokers  to  take  out  a  license.  Black  v.  Snook,  204  Pa. 
St.  119,  53  A.  648 ;  Yedinsky  v.  Strouse,  6  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  587, 
42  W.  Not.  Cas.  12.    Supra.    Also  Sec.  604. 

Where  a  resident  of  New  Jersey  contracts  with  a  real  estate 
broker  in  Pennsylvania  to  sell  real  estate  situate  in  New  Jersey, 
he  is  not  required  to  have  a  real  estate  broker's  license  under 
the  Pennsylvania  statute,  to  make  his  contract  valid.  Callaway 
V.  Pretiym4m,  218  Pa.  St.  293,  67  A.  418;  Cervenka  v.  Hunter, 
185  111.  App.  547.  In  an  action  to  recover  conunissions  on  a 
sale  or  exchange  of  real  estate,  where  the  plaintiff  describes  him- 
self in  his  statement  of  claim  as  a  dealer  in  real  and  personal 
property,  and  in  the  regular  course  of  business  made  the  sale  or 
exchange  in  question,  and  it  is  admitted  that  plaintiff  had  not 
taken  out  a  license,  as  required  by  law,  the  statement  of  claim  is 
admissible  as  evidence  tending  to  show  that  the  plaintiff  is  a  real 
estate  broker,  and  when  the  statement  is  supported  by  the  evi- 
dence of  two  witnesses  called  by  the  defendant,  it  is  error  for 
the  court  to  give  binding  instructions  for  plaintiff.  Sprague  v. 
Beilly,  34  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  332. 
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If  a  broker  was  duly  licensed  at  the  time  he  completed  the 
negotiations  for  a  sale  of  real  estate^  by  which  the  purchaser 
leased  the  same  with  an  option  to  purchase,  the  fact  that  the 
broker  was  not  licensed  at  the  time  the  purchaser  elected  to 
exercise  such  option  was  no  defense  to  the  broker's  claim  for 
commissions.  Coates  v.  Locttst  Point  Co.,  102  Md.  291,  62  A. 
625. 

If  it  does  not  appear  from  the  evidence  that  plaintiff  was 
licensed  to  engage  in  or  carry  on  the  business  of  a  real  estate 
broker  in  the  State  where  the  contract  is  alleged  to  have  been 
made,  the  defendant  would  not  be  entitled  for  this  reason  to 
a  verdict,  if  there  is  nothing  in  the  evidence  to  show  that 
a  real  estate  broker  is  required,  under  the  law  of  that  State,  to 
have  a  license  in  order  to  carry  on  the  business,  and  there  is 
no  averment  in  the  pleadings  that  the  plaintiff  was  acting  as 
a  licensed  real  estate  broker  in  the  transaction  of  the  business 
in  question.  Richards  v.  Richman,  5  Penne.  (DeL)  558,  64  A. 
238. 

While  an  imlicensed  broker  can  not  recover  commissions  for 
his  services,  he  may  recover  for  advances  made  in  negotiating  con- 
tracts for  a  customer,  when  such  contracts  are  not  prohibited  or 
against  public  policy.    Cutler  v.  Partridge,  182  HI.  App.  350. 

A  license  issued  to  a  real  estate  broker  in  a  trade  name  under 
which  the  broker  did  business;  held,  not  to  defeat  his  right  to 
commissions,  it  appearing  that  he  paid  for  the  license  for  no  one 
but  himself  or  business  under  it,  and  that  issuance  in  his  indi- 
vidual name  was  therefore  refused.  Octinger  v.  Levit,  186  111. 
App.  104. 

An  ordinance  requiring  a  license  by  an  employee  of  a  broker, 
where  he  shall  engage  himself  in  the  business  or  acting  in  the 
capacity  of  a  broker;  held,  not  to  apply  to  mere  employees  of 
brokers,  though  they  are  paid  a  certain  portion  of  the  commis- 
sions.   Thorpe  v.  Weber,  191  HI.  App.  2. 

Where  a  broker's  license  is  issued  to  a  partnership,  and  one  of 
the  partners  succeeds  to  the  business  of  the  partnership  upon  dis- 
solution of  the  firm  and  continues  business  individually,  at  the 
same  location,  he  is  to  be  considered  a  licensed  broker.  Fried- 
land  V.  Isenstein,  191  111.  App.  109. 


PLBADINGS^  PfiACnOB,  BIO.  645 

An  ordinance  requiring  licensing  of  brokers  applies  only  to 
persons  engaged  in  the  business  of  brokerage  as  an  occupation  or 
vocation.  Boss  v.  New  South  Farm  A  Horns  Co.,  191  111.  App. 
353. 

Under  Pub.  Laws  1913^  chap.  201,  sec.  32^  in  relation  to  li- 
censes for  business  of  buying  and  selling  real  estate^  an  employee 
is  not  subject  to  tax,  but  is  protected  by  license  of  his  principal. 
Western  Carolina  Realty  Co.  v.  Eumbough,  90  S.  E.  931,  172  N. 
C.  741. 

A  city  ordinance  licensing  real  estate  brokers  does  not  apply  to 
one  engaged  in  other  business  who  attempted  as  agent  to  dis- 
pose of  oil  leases  held  by  another.  Engles  v.  Blocker,  192  S.  W. 
193,  127  Ark.  385. 

Where  the  plaintiff,  an  unlicensed  real  estate  broker,  on  behalf 
of  the  defendant,  initiated  and  was  the  procuring  cause  of  an  ex- 
change of  defendant's  property  for  other  property,  which  was  ef- 
fected after  plaintiff  had  become  a  member  of  a  firm  which  was 
duly  licensed  to  conduct  a  real  estate  brokerage  business;  held, 
that  the  evidence  supported  a  finding  and  judgment  for  the  plain- 
tiff in  the  action  to  recover  conmiissions  for  effecting  such  ex- 
change.    Cronstedt  v.  McCormick,  203  111.  App.  319. 

It  is  not  necessary  under  the  ordinance  of  the  City  of  Chicago 
that  the  hired  clerk  of  a  regularly  licensed  real  estate  broker, 
who  represents  his  employer  in  securing  a  lease  of  property  for 
the  latter  should  be  a  licensed  agent.  Kappes  v.  Bacon,  209  111. 
App.  290. 

That  plaintiff,  in  an  action  against  a  real  estate  broker  to  re- 
cover on  a  promise  to  pay  one-half  of  the  commission  received 
by  defendant  from  customers  secured  by  plaintiff,  is  not  the 
holder  of  a  broker's  license,  does  not  preclude  him  from  recover- 
ing.   Cross  V.  Strauss,  208  HI.  App.  263. 

Stat.  1919,  p.  1252,  providing  for  a  licensing  of  brokers  and 
real  estate  salesmen,  and  requiring  persons  desiring  to  engage  in 
such  business  to  furnish  evidence  of  good  moral  character,  etc., 
is  valid,  in  view  of  the  peculiar  nature  of  the  employment.  Biley 
V.  Chambers,  185  P.  855,  —  Cal.  Sup.  — . 

Where  one  non-resident  of  a  city  engaged  the  services  of  an- 
other non-resident  to  sell  his  farm  on  commission,  he  can  not 
avoid  paying  commission  because  the  broker  had  not  a  license 
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required  by  an  ordinance  of  the  city,  though  both  the  written 
contract  to  pay  the  broker  and  the  contract  of  sale  were  executed 
within  the  city.  Peters  v.  Andrews,  129  N.  E.  328.  —  Ind. 
App.  — . 


Sec.  677.    LimitatioiiB  and  rertriGtioiui. 

Where  the  contract  of  employment  limits  the  same  to  the 
sale  of  certain  property,  it  must  be  made  to  appear  that  the 
property  sold  was  within  the  description.  Maze  v.  Oordan, 
96  Cal.  61,  30  P.  962.  Where  a  broker  is,  by  agreement,  to 
receive  commissions  for  procuring  a  purchaser  for  land  only 
on  condition  that  a  sale  is  made  to  a  certain  person,  he  can 
not  recover  if  a  sale  to  such  purchaser  is  not  consummated, 
owing  to  the  fault  of  either  of  the  parties.  Lyle  v.  Uni.  Land, 
etc.,  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '95),  30  S.  W.  723.  Compare  Sees. 
526  and  527.  A  qualification  of  a  broker's  right  to  commis- 
sions for  a  sale  of  property,  that,  ''if  sold  to  a  party  sent  by 
Mr.  Rapp  all  this  week,  then  no  commission  is  to  be  paid;  also, 
A.  Ozias,"  limits  the  time  within  which  a  sale  to  such  persons 
might  be  made  without  payment  of  commissions,  to  ''this  week.'' 
Oaty  V.  Clark,  28  Mo.  App.  332 ;  Smith  v.  Tate,  82  Va.  657. 

Sec.  678.    Broker  acting  as  a  mere  middleman. 

If  the  broker  acts  as  a  mere  middleman,  and  finds  a  pur- 
chaser at  the  price  fixed,  it  is  immaterial  that  each  party  to 
the  transaction  was  ignorant  of  the  broker's  employment  by 
the  other  party.  Montross  v.  Eddy,  94  Mich.  100,  53  N.  W.  916. 
'A  broker  whose  undertaking  is  merely  to  find  a  purchaser  at 
a  price  fixed,  or  at  a  price  satisfactory  to  the  seller,  is,  in  reality, 
only  a  middleman,  whose  duty  is  performed  when  the  buyer  and 
seller  are  brought  together.  Johnson  v.  Haytvard,  77  Neb.  35, 
107  N.  W.  384,  6  L.  B.  A.  (N.  S.),  112;  Handley  v.  Shaffer, 
59  S.  286,  177  Ala.  636.  Compare  Harten  v.  Loeffler,  31  App. 
D.  C.  362.    See  also  Sec.  475. 

A  middleman  is  employed  to  bring  two  or  more  persons  to- 
gether, the  parties,  when  they  meet,  to  do  their  own  negotiating 
and  to  make  their  own  markets,  and  he  sustains  no  confidential 
relations  to  either  party.  Arthur  v.  Oa.  Cotton  Co.,  96  S.  E. 
232,  —  Ga.  App.  — . 
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In  an  action  to  recover  a  commission  for  services  rendered 
as  a  middleman  in  bringing  the  parties  together  to  make  an 
exchange  of  property,  evidence  held  to  show  that  plaintiff  was 
an  active  broker  representing  the  party  with  whom  defendant 
made  the  exchange,  and  was  not  a  mere  middleman  who  simply 
brought  the  parties  together  and  permitted  them  to  make  their 
own  trade,  and  was  consequently  not  permitted  to  recover  com- 
missions from  defendant.  Pinch  v.  Morford,  142  Mich.  63,  105 
N.  W.  22.  Under  a  petition  alleging  defendant's  employment 
of  plaintiff  as  a  broker,  in  effecting  a  sale  of  property  for  de- 
fendant, plaintiff  can  not  recover  on  proof  of  services  as  a  mere 
middleman.  South^ck  v.  Lane,  65  N.  Y.  S.  629,  32  Misc.  141. 
A  broker  who  acts  as  a  middleman  to  effect  a  purchase  and 
sale  of  property,  represents  both  the  purchaser  and  the  seller 
and  is  the  common  agent  of  both.  Colvin  v.  Williams,  3  Harr. 
&  J.  (Md.)  38.    38;  also  to  hold  contract  of  sale.    Sec.  557. 

To  a  certain  extent  and  for  certain  purposes,  by  the  un- 
derstanding and  usages  of  business  and  the  nature  of  his  em- 
ployment, a  broker  is  authorized  to  act  for  both  parties.  But 
what  he  does  in  that  relation  he  does  as  an  indifferent  person 
and  not  in  the  interest  of  either  party.  Every  one  who  employs 
him  is  presumed  to  know  and  consent  that  to  that  extent  and 
for  such  purposes  he  may  so  act.  But  beyond  that  he  has  no 
right  to  engage  in  the  interests  of  the  other  party,  without 
the  actual  knowledge  and  consent  of  his  principal.  Even  cus- 
tom or  usage  will  not  be  allowed  to  extend  the  right  to  act  for 
and  receive  commissions  from  both  parties  to  matters  where 
the  interests  of  the  parties  are  or  may  be  diverse.  Walker  v. 
Osgood,  98  Mass.  348.  Compare  Sees.  475,  799b.  See  also  Sec. 
764. 

Bee.  578a.  Broker  masquerading  as  a  middleman  who  ac- 
quires interests  adverse  to  owner  forfeits  commissions, 
and  must  account  for  ill-gotten  gains. 

Where  an  agent  stands  in  the  situation  of  a  mere  middleman, 
not  having  undertaken  to  act  as  agent  for  either  party  or  to  ex- 
ercise his  skill,  knowledge  or  influence,  but  merely  to  bring  the 
parties  together  to  deal  for  themselves,  he  may  recover  from 
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each,  but  to  stand  in  the  position  of  a  middleman  he  must  haye 
limited  his  services  to  the  bringing  of  the  parties  together,  and 
where  the  broker,  in  disregard  of  his  dnty^  conceals  an  adverse 
interest  or  secretly  enters  into  the  service  of  another,  he  not  only 
forfeits  his  right  to  commissions,  but  mnst  account  for  gains  un- 
lawfully acquired,  etc.  Schmidt  v.  Wallinger,  99  S.  E.  680,  125 
Va.  361.  • 

Sec.  579.    Unless  mistake  be  pleaded  and  proved  each  pur- 
chaser bound  for  the  whole  oommissioiL 

Where  a  title  bond  is  executed  to  several  joint  purchasers, 
each  is  bound  for  the  whole  commission  payable  to  one  who 
has  assisted  them  in  making  the  purchase,  unless  a  mistake  in 
the  writing  is  pleaded  and  proved.  Schomberg  v.  Anxier,  101 
Ky.  292,  19  Ky.  L.  B.  548,  40  S.  W.  911;  Clifford  v.  Meyer,  6 
Ind.  App.  633,  84  N.  E.  23. 

Sec.  680.    Notice  immediate^*"  terminating  agency  means  in  a 
reasonable  time. 

"Where  the  contract  was  that  if  defendant  by  himself  or 
through  any  of  his  agents  sold  the  property,  defendant  was 
to  give  plaintiff  immediate  notice  of  that  fact,  the  meaning, 
taken  in  connection  with  the  admitted  facts,  was  an  actual 
sale  and  binding  agreement  on  the  finding  of  a  purchaser  by 
another  agent  than  plaintiff,  ready,  willing  and  able  to  buy, 
of  which  fact  defendant  had  notice,  immediate  notice  required 
by  the  contract  being  notice  within  a  reasonable  time,  taking 
into  consideration  the  situation  of  the  parties  and  all  the  sur- 
rounding circumstances.  Tuffree  v.  Bienford,  130  Iowa,  532, 
107  N.  W.  425. 

Sec.  680a.    The  word  "able"  in  statute  held  to  mean  ''finan- 
cially able". 

The  word  "able''  as  used  in  Civil  Code  1910,  Sec.  3587,  which 
provides  that  the  broker's  commissions  are  earned  when,  during 
the  agency,  he  finds  a  purchaser  ready,  able  and  willing  to  buy, 
etc.,  means  "financially  able."  Shaw  v.  Chiles,  71  S.  E.  745,  9 
Ga.  App.  460. 
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See.  681.    Principal  maj  remiin  neutral  as  to  the  claims  of 
several  brokers. 

Where  several  brokers  are  openly  employed  to  sell  real 
property,  the  entire  duty  of  the  seller  is  performed  by  remain- 
ing neutral  between  them  and  he  has  a  right  to  make  the  sale 
to  a  buyer  produced  by  any  of  them  without  being  called  upon 
to  decide  between  these  several  brokers  as  to  which  of  them 
was  the  procuring  cause  of  the  purchase.  Vreeland  v.  Vatter- 
lein,  33  N.  J.  L.  247,  criticizing  Eggleston  v.  Austin,  27  Kan. 
245;  Scott  V.  Lloyd,  19  Colo.  401,  35  P.  733;  Witherhee  v. 
Walker,  42  Colo.  1,  93  P.  1118;  Dreyer  v.  Ranch,  42  How.  Pr. 
(N.  Y.)  22,  3  Daly,  434;  Martin  v.  BUlings,  2  City  Ct.  B.  (N. 
Y.)  86 ;  Jennings  v.  T rummer,  96  P.  874,  52  Oregon,  149 ;  Frinck 
V.  OUbert  (Wash.  Sup.  '09),  101  P.  1088.  Compare  Sees.  291, 
446. 

Where  the  owner  lists  property  with  several  brokers  for  sale, 
he  occupies  a  neutral  position,  being  only  int3rested  in  the  re- 
sult, and  can  sell  and  pay  the  commission  to  the  first  broker 
who  presents  a  customer  who  is  ready  and  willing  to  purchase. 
PHnfc  V.  Oilbert  (Wash.  Sup.  '09),  101  P.  1088. 


Sec.  582.  A  proposition  is  not  proved  until  inconsistent  with 
the  negative. 
Upon  an  issue  whether  the  owner  of  real  estate  during  the 
continuance  of  an  option  given  upon  it,  offered  to  sell  it  to 
another  party  at  less  than  the  option  price,  a  statement  made 
by  such  party  to  a  witness  that  such  an  offer  had  been  made 
to  him  is  not  admissible  evidence  against  the  owner;  it  is  mere 
hearsay;  the  fact  that  during  the  continuance  of  the  option 
the  owner  bargains  the  property  to  a  third  party,  but  contin- 
gent upon  the  failure  of  the  option  holder  to  comply  wich  the 
terms  of  his  option,  does  not  alone  constitute  a  breach  of  the 
option  by  the  owner;  upon  the  issue  whether  the  owner  dur- 
ing the  continuance  of  the  option  dissiiaded  a  possible  customer 
of  the  option  holder  from  purchasing  from  him,  evidence  that 
the  owner  and  the  customer  had  several  interviews,  and,  after 
the  termination  of  the  option,  entered  into  a  contract  rela- 
tive to  the  land,  does  not  alone  prove  dissuasion  by  the  owner; 
the  customer  may  nevertheless  have  first  of  his  own  notion, 
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abandoned  the  option  holder^  and  then  have  sought  to  persuade 
the  reluctant  owner;  the  affirmative  of  such  an  issue  is  not 
sustained  so  long  as  the  evidence  merely  justifies  suspicions  or 
surmises,  or  so  long  as  the  negative  may,  after  aU,  be  consistent 
with  the  evidential  facts;  a  proposition  is  not  proved  until  the 
evidence  becomes  inconsistent  with  the  negative.  Smith  v. 
Lawrence,  98  Me.  92,  56  A.  455. 

Sec.  583.    Parol  contract  entered  into  by  agent  in  his  own  name 
binds  unnamed  principal. 

An  agent  can,  by  parol  contract  entered  into  in  his  own 
name,  bind  a  principal  whose  name  does  not  appear  in  the  in- 
strument executed  in  pursuance  thereof.  So  held,  in  an  action 
by  executors  to  recover  rent  upon  a  lease  not  under  seal,  the 
copy  adduced  being  signed  by  the  lessee  only,  and  the  plain- 
tiffs being  described  therein  as  landlords,  with  the  word  ** agents" 
after  their  names.  Nicoll  v.  Burke,  46  N.  T.  Super.  Ct.  76.  See 
Sec.  601. 

Sec  B83a.    Oontraots  between  brokers  to  share  commissions 
for  services  exempted  from  being  in  writing. 

While  Civil  Code,  Sec.  1624,  requiring  agreements  employing 
brokers  to  buy  or  sell  real  estate  for  hire  to  be  in  writing,  does 
not  extend  to  agreements  between  brokers  to  co-operate  in  mak- 
ing sales  for  a  share  of  the  commission,  and  recovery  may  be  had 
in  such  cases  on  proof  of  an  oral  agreement;  this  pre-supposes 
that  a  valid  contract  for  commissions  is  extant,  a  division  of 
which  could  be  subject  of  subsequent  oral  agreement.  Saunders 
V.  Yoakum,  107  P.  1007,  12  Cal.  App.  543;  Bageman  v.  O'Brien, 
141  P.  33,  24  Cal.  App.  270;  Hiedak  v.  Allen,  147  P.  474,  26 
Cal.  App.  509;  Mackroth  v.  Sinky,  148  P.  978,  27  Cal.  App.  112; 
Giles  V.  Wilmott,  52  S.  287,  59  Pla.  271 ;  Egeland  v.  Schiller, 
189  111.  App.  426;  Blake  v.  Hunkey,  128  P.  181,  88  Kan.  272; 
Collins  V.  Belford  &  Stump,  130  P.  662,  89  Kan.  92 ;  White  v, 
Rolinson,  138  N.  T.  Sup.  992,  153  App.  Div.  776. 
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8ec.  BM.  Contract  of  brokar  to  ihare  in  profits  for  making 
sales  of  a  partnership. 

Where  a  real  estate  agent  has  a  written  contract  with  the 
owner  of  land  to  put  it  npon  the  market,  advertise  and  sell  the 
same,  having  for  his  interest  only  a  share  in  the  surplus  profits 
arising  from  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  land,  it  is  a  contract 
of  agency  and  not  of  partnership.  Durkee  v.  Ounn,  41  Kan.  496, 
21  P.  637;  Hicks  v.  Post,  164  Cal.  22,  d6  P.  878.  Compare 
Seattle  Land  Co.  v.  Day,  2  Wash.  461,  27  P.  74. 

Sec.  584a.  Brokers  not  meeting  earlier  demands  not  pre- 
dnded  thereby  from  sharing  in  profits  when  paying  share 
of  note  when  dne. 

Where  real  estate  agents  gave  their  note  for  the  purchase 
price  of  land,  and  agreed  to  share  the  profits  arising  from  its  re- 
sale, the  failure  of  some  of  the  agents  to  meet  their  share  of  the 
note  before  it  was  due,  as  requested  by  the  others,  does  not  de- 
prive them  of  their  share  of  the  profits,  where  the  land  was  re- 
sold before  the  note  became  due,  so  that  there  was  no  actual 
default.  EUcheid  v.  Thiefanthaler,  177  N.  W.  887,  —  Wis. 
Sup.  — . 

Sec.  586.  Contract  to  pay  broker  a  commission  on  withdrawing 
land  firom  sale  strictly  constined. 

A  provision  in  a  real  estate  broker's  contract  for  commis- 
sions for  a  sale  of  land,  that  the  owner  might  withdraw  the 
land  from  the  market  or  raise  the  price  on  paying  to  the  bro- 
ker two  per  cent,  of  the  price  stipulated,  is  penal  in  character 
and  must  be  strictly  construed.  Tracey  v.  Abney,  122  Iowa,  306, 
98  N.  W.  121.    Compare  Sees.  132,  552. 

Sec.  586.  In  trying  to  effect  a  sale  of  real  estate  party  has 
the  right  to  extravagantly  eortoL 

A  party  in  trying  to  effect  a  sale  has  the  legal  right  to  puff 
the  property  in  the  most  extravagant  manner  and  exalt  its 
value  to  the  highest  point  his  antagonist's  credulity  will  bear. 
Tuck  V.  Dauming,  76  ILL  7L 


CHAPTER  III. 


687.  Quantum  meruH. 

688.  Broker  has  right  of  aotioa  against 

defaulting  purchaaer  for  lost 
oommianona. 
688a.  Broker's  right  to  recover  from 
▼endee  price  paid  for  property 
purchased  for  him. 

689.  No  right  in  equity  arises  out  of 

a  verbal  contract  for  the  sale 
of  land. 
600.    Statute  of  frauds. 

691.  Real  estate  agent  no*  liable  for 

failure  to  remove  snow  from 
sidewalk. 

692.  fieab,  and  the  neoesnty  for  their 

use. 

693.  When  tender  of  written  agree- 

ment by  purchaser  not  neo- 


694.  Emi^yment  of  broker  to  meaa- 
ure  land  does  not  sustain  olaim 
of  broker  for  selling. 

696.  Where  title  taken  by  broker  to 
land  purchased,  principal  may 
tender  amount  and  dy^^and 
oeefl. 

696.  When  not  necessary  for  broker 
to  show  vendor  had  a  dear 
title. 

696a.  Broker  entitled  to  oommissioo 
under  contract  upon  oorporate 
employer  acquiring  title  to 
land. 

696b.  Marketable  title  in  fee  simple 
necessary  to  give  broker  rigjht 
to  commissions,  in  absence  of 
binding  oontrael  with  par- 
chaser. 

552 


SBCnON. 

697.  Contract  of  sale  requiring  owner 

to  furnish  abstract  of  title  not 
within  authority  of  broker. 

698.  A  custom  of  usage  must  be  gen- 

eral before  a  oourt  will  dedara 
its  existence  as  a  matter  of  law. 

699.  Where  a  usage  is  proved  the  law 

raises  a  presumption  that  the 
agent  contracted  with  refer- 
ence thereto. 
0OOl  Unconstitutionality  of  statute  re- 
quiring contract  employing 
broker  to  be  in  writing. 

601.  Undisclosed  principaL 

601a.  Postal  card  insufficient  under 
statute  to  constitute  contract 
for  broker's  commissions. 

602.  Where  broker  must  be  authorised 

in  writing. 

0Q2a.  Manner  in  which  contracts  with 
broker  to  sell  land  should  be 
construed. 

602b.  Broker  entitled  to  conunisnoa 
when  owner  and  customer 
reach  an  agreement. 

602o.  Broker  entitled  to  commiasion  on 
sale  on  contract  held  a  contract 
to  sdl  and  not  of  agency. 

602d.  Contract  signed  by  one  and  later 
by  all  tenants  in  common  held 
Buffident   for   broker'a   com- 


602e.  Contract  of  employment  must  be 

in  writing,  whether  broker  or 

middleman. 
608.    Broker  cannot  recover  commis* 

dons   where   oontrael 

foreeable. 
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003*.  Contnet  of  emplojrmeiit  to  pur- 
ofaaae  land  not  requirad  to  be 
in  writing. 

604.  Contract  by  nnHoeniifid  broker 
not  abeoltttely  void. 

006.  Agreement  to  hiie  auctioneer  to 

Bell  land  need  not  be  in  writing. 
600.    Memoranda  held  insufBoient  to 
meet  the  requirement  of  the 
statute  of  frauds. 

007.  Statute  of  HmitationB. 
006.    Bival  brokers. 

000.  If  purchaser  willing  to  perform, 
statute  of  frauds  not  available 
to  defeat  broker's  oommissions. 

010.    Reasonable  price  inferred  by  law. 

Oil.    What  is  a  reasonable  time. 

012.  Broker's  employment  continues 
for  reasonable  time. 

012a.  Owner  allowed  reasonable  time 
after  purchaser  procured  to 
prepare  abetract,  deed,  etc. 

012b.  Broker's  contract  of  employ- 
ment required  owner  to  desig- 
nate tracts  and  fix  prices  and 
terms  within  a  reasonable  time. 

012o.  Eftvorable  reply  of  owner  to 
broker's  inquiry  bound  former 
for  reasonable  time  for  broker 
to  find  a  purchaser. 

012d.  Broker's  oontract  of  employ- 
ment in  March  held  not  ended 
in  August. 

613.  Contract  to  pay  $1,000,000  for 
reasonable  time. 

014.  When  reasonable  time  imma- 
terial. 

014a.  When  six  months  not  unreason- 


015. 


610. 
017. 


018. 


BBCnON. 

able  delay  in  acoepting  broker's 
offer  fw  finding  a  purchaser. 

In  absence  of  express  agreement, 
reasonable  value  of  services 
recoverable. 

Reasonable  compensation. 

Not  neoesaaiy  for  broker  to  put 
defendant  in  default  before 
suing  for  compensation. 

Ratifioa^on  not  shown  by  ac- 
quiescence without  knowledge. 
018a.  Reply  of  owner  that  did  not 

oonstitute  a  ratification. 
018b.  When  knowledge  of  broker  with- 
held from  purchaser  did  not 
bind  latter. 
010.    Ratification   by   aooeptance   of 
offer  to  broker. 

020.  Ratification     cures     defect     in 

agent's  appointment. 
020a.  Sufiicient  allegation  of  ratifica- 
tion. 

021.  Ratificatbn  by  prindpal  execut- 

ing contract. 

022.  Ratification   by   acceptance   of 

proceeds. 

023.  To  oonstitute  ratification  of  act 

of    attorn^,    knowledge    on 
part  of  principal  immaterial. 

024.  It  is  an  essential  prerequisite  to 

ratification  that  principal  had 
knowledge  of  unauthorixed 
contract. 
024a.  Sale  by  owner's  son  at  reduced 
price  to  broker's  customer 
barred  broker's  oommiasion. 

025.  Tender  not  neceasary  to  entitle 

broker  to  recover  on  principal 
refusing  purchaser. 


Sec.  687.    Qnantimi  monit. 

If  plaintiff  declares  on  an  express  contract,  but  fails  to  prove 
it,  in  most  jurisdictions  he  is  not  entitled  to  recover  on  a  qtumium 
meruit.  Emery  v.  Atlanta  R.  E.  Ex.,  88  Ga.  321,  14  S.  E.  656; 
Hammers  v.  Merrick,  42  Kan.  32,  21  P.  783;  McDonald  y.  Ort- 
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man,  98  Mich,  40,  56  N.  W.  1055 ;  Thuner  v.  Ranter,  102  Mich, 
59,  60  N.  W.  299;  McDonnell  v.  Stevenson,  104  Mo.  App.  191, 
77  S.  W.  766;  Veatch  v.  Norman,  109  Mo.  App.  387,  84  S.  W. 
350;  Dorrington  v.  Powell,  52  Neb.  440,  72  N.  W.  587;  Edr 
wards  v.  Ooldsmith,  16  Pa.  St.  43;  Thornton  v.  Stevenson  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.  '95),  21  S.  W.  232;  Oliver  v.  Morawitz,  95  Wis.  1, 
69  N.  W.  977;  Oreen  v.  Iftrfw,  30  L.  J.  C.  PL  (Eng.)  343. 
Compare  Sec.  639. 

A  real  estate  agent  suing  on  a  sale  of  land,  relying  on  a  spe- 
cial contract  for  a  commission,  can  not  recover  upon  quantum 
meruit.  Bentley  v.  Edwards,  146  N.  W.  347,  125  Minn.  179; 
51  L.  B.  A.  (N.  S.)  254,  Ann.  Cas.  1915  C,  882;  Bryant  v. 
Ayres,  190  III.  App.  499;  Bead  v.  Farquharson,  207  S.  W.  335, 
—  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

It  has  been  held  that  on  a  petition  to  recover  an  alleged  agreed 
compensation  for  services  as  broker,  a  recovery  may  be  had  on 
proof  of  the  reasonable  value  of  the  services,  and  the  variance 
may  be  disregarded  unless  it  appears  that  defendant  was  misled. 
Susdorf  V.  Schmidt,  55  N.  Y.  319 ;  Close  v.  Brown,  230  111.  228, 
82  N.  E.  629;  Qregg  v.  Loomis,  22  Neb.  174,  34  N.  W.  355. 

Where  no  agreement  as  to  compensation  was  made  between 
the  ovmer  of  property  and  the  broker  employed  by  him  to 
make  a  sale  thereof,  the  broker,  on  procuring  a  purchaser,  could 
recover  on  a  quantum  meruit  for  his  services  in  making  the 
sale  at  the  price  he  did,  though  the  principal  had  previously 
revoked  the  agency  by  selling  the  property  vrithout  the  broker's 
knowledge,  and  not  merely  compensation  for  his  services  up 
to  the  time  of  the  revocation  of  the  agency.  Beams  v.  WHsan^ 
147  N.  C.  304,  60  S.  E.  1124.    Compare  Sec.  15. 

Under  a  contract  to  make  one  the  sole  agent  to  sell  lots  at 
a  commission  ''which  shall  be  in  full  for  any  services  he  may 
render  in  surveying  and  laying  out  the  land,"  the  agent  can 
not,  having  made  no  sales,  recover  on  a  qtiantum  meruit  for  the 
services.    Oilhert  v.  Jtidson,  85  Cal.  105. 

Though  a  contract  for  a  broker's  services  is  required  by  the 
Code  to  be  in  writing,  subscribed  by  the  party  to  be  charged, 
or  his  agent,  in  order  to  be  valid,  such  fact  does  not  preclude 
a  recovery  on  complete  performance  on  a  quantum  meruit. 
Blankenship  v.  Decker,  34  Mont.  292,  85  P.  1035.     This  is  a 
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departure  from  the  general  rule.  Blair  t.  Austin,  71  Neb.  401, 
98  N.  W.  1040;  Rodenbrock  v.  Oress,  74  Neb.  409,  104  N.  W. 
758 ;  Barney  v.  Lasbury,  76  Neb.  701,  107  N.  W.  989 ;  Stout  v. 
Humphrey,  69  N.  J.  L.  436,  55  A.  281 ;  Leimbach  v.  Regner,  70 
N.  J.  L.  608,  57  A.  138 ;  Goldstein  v.  Scott,  78  N.  Y.  S.  736, 
76  App.  Div.  78  (N.  J.  Ijaw  applied). 

Defendant  contracted  to  give  plaintiff  the  right  for  sixty 
days  to  sell  its  property  at  not  less  than  a  stated  price,  plain- 
tiff to  have  any  excess.  Plaintiff  transferred  the  option,  and 
the  transferees  secured  a  man  to  look  at  the  property  after 
the  expiration  of  the  option,  but  who  refused  to  buy  at  the 
price  named,  and  on  their  notifying  defendant,  defendant  sold 
to  him  at  a  smaller  price.  Held,  that  the  plaintiff  could  not 
recover  on  a  qTiantum  meruit  for  the  services  rendered,  having 
failed  to  fulfill  the  condition  which  alone  entitled  him  to  pay- 
ment for  his  services.  Johnson  v.  Va.  &  Car.  Lumber  Co.,  163 
P.  249,  89  C.  C.  A.  632 ;  Smith  v.  Va.  &  Car.  Lumber  Co.,  163 
F.  249,  89  C.  C.  A.  632.  Compare  Sec.  657. 

Where  the  contract  between  the  owner  of  real  estate  and  a 
broker  employed  to  sell  the  same  is  void  because  not  in  writing 
as  required  by  the  statute,  the  broker  can  not  recover  on  a 
quantum  meruit  for  services  rendered  in  accordance  with  the 
contract,  nor  for  the  value  of  his  time  expended  in  that  behalf. 
Nelson  v.  Webster,  83  Neb.  169,  119  N.  W.  256;  Barney  v. 
Lasbury,  76  Neb.  701,  107  N.  W.  989. 

A  petition  alleged  the  employment  of  plaintiff  to  find  a  pur- 
chaser for  land  and  assist  in  effecting  a  sale  for  an  agreed 
compensation,  but  that  after  the  purchaser  had  been  procured, 
and  before  a  sale  was  effected,  the  land  owner  wrongfully  re- 
pudiated the  contract  and  completed  the  sale  to  the  purchaser, 
and  that  the  land  owner  had  died  since  the  sale,  and  that,  by 
reason  of  his  death,  plaintiffs  had  become  incompetent  to  tes- 
tify to  conversations  and  transactions  with  him,  and  therefore 
unable  to  prove  the  contract,  and  that  by  reason  of  the  prem- 
ises had  elected  to  sue  on  k  qiuintum  meruit  for  the  value  of 
their  services,  instead  of  the  compensation  agreed  on,  states 
a  good  cause  of  action  upon  a  quantum  meruit,  and  is  not  de- 
feated because  of  the  unnecessary  explanatory  references  to 
the  special  contract,  and  plaintiff's  incapacity  to  establish  their 
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claim  thereunder.  Templetan  Y.  Biegert  (Kbu.  Snp.  '09)^  100 
P.  654. 

Bankrupt  agreed  to  pay  claimant  $10,000  commission  for  a 
sale  of  certain  timber  land  to  a  specified  person  for  $200,000; 
claimant  made  various  efforts  to  effect  a  sale,  but  was  unsuccess- 
ful, and  thereafter  the  price  was  modified,  and,  with  independent 
assistance,  a  sale  was  made  to  the  purchaser  named  for  $130,000. 
Held,  that  the  broker  having  been  regarded  by  his  principal  as 
instrumental  in  the  consummation  of  the  sale  was  entitled  to 
compensation  for  the  reasonable  value  of  his  services.  In  re 
Breen  Lumber  Co.,  181  P.  909. 

A  broker  pleading  as  one  cause  of  action  the  reasonable  value 
of  his  services  may  show,  to  recover  the  same,  though  there  was 
no  express  promise,  that  there  was  an  agency  and  an  appropria- 
tion of  his  services  thereunder.  Phoenix  Securities  Co.  v.  DHU 
mar,  224:  P.  892,  140  C.  C.  A.  336. 

Owners'  telegram  to  broker  stating  that  a  purchaser  had  wired 
an  offer  for  the  land  asking  for  further  information  as  to  such 
purchaser  and  the  terms  under  which  he  would  buy,  and  advis- 
ing broker  that  they  would  be  inclined  to  sell  if  they  could  get 
specified  price  net,  did  not  bind  owners  to  pay  broker  as  comimis- 
sion  everything  he  could  procure  over  such  price,  further  action 
being  necessary  on  the  part  of  owners  to  make  them  liable  even 
on  quantum  meruit  Parker  v.  Lindsay,  176  N.  W.  1018,  — 
S.  D.  — . 

Where  no  price  is  agreed  upon  between  the  seller  of  real  estate 
and  his  broker  who  is  engaged  to  exchange  his  property  for  other 
property  as  basic  value,  and  no  compensation  for  services  is 
agreed  upon,  the  measure  of  recovery  in  broker's  action  for  com- 
pensation will  be  the  reasonable  value  of  the  services  rendered 
as  shown  by  the  ordinary  and  customary  charges  for  like  services 
in  the  community.  Morrison  v.  Jackson,  86  S.  673,  —  Ala. 
App.  — . 

Where  the  amount  of  broker's  compensation  for  services  in  ef- 
fecting an  exchange  of  lands  is  not  agreed  on,  the  fair  market 
value  of  the  property  exchanged,  or  offered  for  exchange,  would 
be  competent  and  relevant,  but  not  necessarily  controlling,  on 
the  question  of  the  reasonable  value  of  the  services  rendered.    Id. 

A  broker  who  introduced  the  purchaser  to  the  seller  can  not 
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recover  from  the  seller  any  compensation  on  a  quantum  meruit, 
unless  there  is  proof  of  an  agency^  express  or  implied.  Ooetz  v. 
Berman,  111  A.  235,  —  Del.  Super.  — . 

Sec.  688.    Broker  has  a  right  of  action  against  defaulting 
purchaser  for  lost  commissions. 

A  real  estate  broker  may  sue  the  purchaser  who  employed 
him  and  who  has  refused  to  carry  out  his  contract  with  the 
vendor,  whereby  the  broker  has  lost  his  right  to  a  commission, 
and  this,  although  he  had  agreed  to  look  to  the  vendor  for 
the  commission.  TAvermore  v.  Crane,  26  Wash.  529,  67  P.  221, 
57  L.  K.  A.  401.    Compare  Sec.  425. 

Sec.  588a.    Broker's  right  to  recover  from  vendee  price  paid 
for  property  purchased  for  him. 

Where  a  broker  purchases  property,  without  disclosing  the 
name  of  his  principal,  he  becomes  liable  personally  for  the 
price,  and  he  can  collect  such  price  from  his  principal,  unless 
the  latter  can  show  payment  to  the  vendor  or  a  release  from 
the  broker;  and  it  is  immaterial  whether  the  broker  disclosed 
to  the  vendor  that  he  was  acting  as  an  agent  only.  Knapp  v. 
Simon,  96  N.  Y.  S.  284;  Mechem  on  Ag.,  Sec.  653. 

Sec.  589.    No  right  in  equity  arises  out  of  a  verbal  contract 
for  the  sale  of  land. 

Where  a  person  assumed,  without  authority,  to  act  as  agent 
for  the  sale  of  real  estate,  and  the  contract  is  merely  verbal, 
the  person  injured  by  relying  on  such  representations  has  no 
remedy  in  equity  against  him  for  damages  on  the  ground  of 
part  performance.  Warr  v.  Jones,  24  Weekly  Rep.  Cas.  (Eng.) 
695. 

Sec.  590.    Statute  of  firauds. 

A  contract  for  the  purchase  or  sale  of  lands  for  another,  not 
being  for  the  sale  of  land  but  for  personal  services,  will  not 
be  offensive  to  the  statute  of  frauds,  because  not  in  writing. 
Ivy  Coal  Co.  v.  Long,  139  Ala.  535,  36  S.  722;  Stephens  v. 
BaUey,  149  Ala.  256,  42  S.  740 ;  Monroe  v.  Snow,  131  111.  126, 
23  N.  E.  401;  Ward  v.  Lawrence,  79  111.  295;  Fox  v.  Starr, 
106  111.  App.  273;  Collins  v.  Smith,  18  111.  160,  162;  Watson 
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V.  Sherman,  84  HI.  26^  267 ;  Fisher  v.  Bell  91  Ind.  243 ;  Talbot 
V.  Bowen,  A.  K.  Mar.  (Ky.)  436;  Houston  v.  Boagni,  McOloin 
(La.),  164;  Hamilton  v.  Frothingham,  59  Mich.  253,  26  N.  W. 
486;  Waterm^m  R.  E.  Ex.  v.  Stephens,  71  Mich.  104,  38  N.  W. 
685;  Hancock  y.  Dodge,  85  Miss.  228,  37  S.  711;  Owinnup  T. 
Sibert,  106  Mo.  App.  709,  80  S.  W.  589;  ROey  v.  Minor,  29 
Mo.  App.  439 ;  Worrell  v.  Munn,  5  N.  Y.  229 ;  Wilson  v.  Clark, 
35  Tex.  Civ.  App.  92,  79  S.  W,  649 ;  Yearly  v.  Qrigsby,  9  Leigh 
(Va.),  387. 

In  some  States,  by  statute,  «  contract  with  a  broker  to  pur- 
chase or  sell  land,  must  be  in  writing — ^Arkansas,  California^ 
Idaho,  Indiana,  Missouri,  Nebraska,  New  Jersey,  New  York,  Ore- 
gon, South  Dakota,  Illinois,  Washington.  Wysing  v.  Sills  (Ind. 
App.  '09),  88  N.  E.  954;  Farland  v.  Boyum  (Wash.  Sup.  '09), 
102  P.  34 ;  McCarthy  v.  Loupe,  62  CaL  299,  10  P.  C.  L.  J.  562 ; 
Pacific  Land  &  Trust  Co.  v.  Blochm/m,  11  P.  C.  L.  J.  24;  Per- 
kins V.  Cooper  (Cal.  Sup.  '90),  24  P.  377;  Bissell  v.  Terry,  69 
111.  184;  Rothwell  v.  Oibson,  121  Mo.  App.  279,  98  S.  W.  801; 
Keener  v.  Miesch,  204  HI.  320,  68  N.  E.  405 ;  Milne  v.  Kleb,  44 
N.  J.  Eq.  378,  14  A.  646,  810;  Finley  v.  Hanley,  121  Mo.  App. 
358,  98  S.  W.  803 ;  Mendles  v.  Danish,  74  N.  J.  L.  333,  65  A. 
888;  Briggs  v.  Bounds,  48  Wash.  579,  94  P.  101;  Danielson  r. 
Qoebel,  71  Neb.  300,  98  N.  W.  819;  McGury  v.  Satchwell,  129 
Cal.  389,  62  P.  58;  DoUon  v.  Toole,  129  Cal.  488,  62  P.  92; 
Watters  v.  Dancey  (S.  D.  '09),  122  N.  W.  430;  Heyman  t. 
Stopper,  91  A.  1069,  86  N.  J.  Law,  357,  aff.  judg.,  88  A.  946,  85 
N.  J.  Law,  128 ;  Shaw  v.  Corbett,  185  P.  585,  —  Or.  Sup.  — . 

Where  plaintiff,  at  defendant's  request,  procured  the  title 
^  to  real  estate,  taking  it  in  his  own  name,  and  afterward  con- 

veyed it  to  defendant,  defendant's  agreement  to  pay  him  for 
his  services  one-half  of  the  sum  for  which  the  real  estate  might 
be  sold,  is  not  within  the  statute  of  frauds.  Huff  y.  Hardwick, 
19  Colo.  App.  416,  75  P.  593. 

A  broker  who  has  made  a  parol  contract  of  sale  of  realty 
can  not,  after  his  principal  has  contracted  to  sell  the  land  to 
another  purchaser  and  has  so  informed  the  broker,  make  such 
a  memorandum  as  will  take  the  case  out  of  the  operation  of  the 
statute  of  frauds.  Elliott  v.  Barrett,  144  Mass.  256,  10  N.  E. 
820. 
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Under  Civil  Code,  Sec.  1624,  Sub.  6,  requiring  that  a  bro- 
ker's authorization  to  sell  shall  be  in  writing,  a  memorandum 
of  authority  is  not  fatally  defective  because  it  did  not  recite 
the  terms  of  sale  and  amount  of  payments.  Baird  v.  Loescher, 
(Cal.  App.  '08),  98  P.  40. 

In  an  action  to  recover  commissions  for  selling  realty  owned 
by  defendant  and  K.,  the  plaintiff  alleged  that  in  offering  the 
property  for  sale  defendant  acted  as  agent  for  K.,  and  as  such 
agent  made  an  oral  agreement  to  pay  plaintiff  a  reasonable 
commission  for  selling  the  property.  Civil  Code,  Sec.  1624,  re- 
quires agreements  authorizing  the  sale  of  realty,  or  some  memo- 
randum thereof,  to  be  in  writing  and  signed  by  the  party  to 
be  charged  or  his  agent.  Held,  that,  conceding  that  the  bro- 
ker could  contract  orally  with  another  as  to  the  compensa- 
tion he  was  to  receive  from  the  owner  for  selling  realty,  the 
plaintiff  did  not  allege  any  written  contract  by  defendant  with 
K.,  and  hence  he  was  entitled  to  no  compensation  which  could 
be  the  subject  of  an  oral  contract  with  plaintiff ;  so  that  whether 
the  complaint  charged  defendant  individually  or  as  agent  for 
K.,  the  oral  agreement  with  plaintiff  for  commissions  was  in- 
valid.   Aldis  V.  Schleicher,  9  Cal.  App.  372,  99  P.  526. 

The  provisions  of  the  statute  of  frauds  which  require  the 
authority  for  selling  land  as  a  basis  for  a  broker's  commission 
to  be  in  writing,  signed  by  the  owner  or  his  authorized  agent, 
is  not  complied  with,  where  the  person  who  signed  is  neither 
the  owner  nor  his  authorized  agent.  Ryer  v.  Winter  (N.  J. 
Sup.  '09),  72  A.  84. 

A  declaration  which  sets  out  that  defendant  employed  plain- 
tiff to  sell  real  estate,  and  a  promise  by  the  defendant  to  pay 
for  such  services,  need  not  set  out  that  the  authority  for  selling 
and  the  statement  of  the  rate  of  commissions  were  in  writing, 
as  a  statutory  requirement  to  that  effect  is  a  matter  of  evidence 
only.    Adams  v.  Orady  (N.  J.  Sup.  '09),  72  A.  55. 

Bums'  Annotated  Statutes,  1908,  Sec.  7463,  provides  that 
no  contract  for  the  payment  of  a  commission  to  a  broker  for 
securing  a  purchaser  for  real  estate  shall  be  valid,  unless  in 
writing  signed  by  the  owner.  Held,  that  the  fact  that  a  bro- 
ker has  fully  performed  his  part  of  the  contract  does  not  take 
the  case  out  of  the  statute.    Price  v.  Walker  (Ind.  App.  '09), 
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88  N.  E.  78.    Compare  Muir  v.  Kane  (Wash.  Sup.  '09),  104  P.  153. 

A  contract  whereby  a  broker  was  to  procure  a  purchaser 
for  real  estate  and  also  for  personal  property  was  within  the 
statute.    Price  v.  Walker  (Ind.  App.  '09),  88  N.  E.  78. 

Since  the  statute  renders  invalid  a  contract  for  the  payment 
of  commissions  for  procuring  a  purchaser  for  real  estate,  un- 
less the  contract  be  in  writing,  signed  by  the  owner,  an  oral 
contract  within  the  statute,  though  valid  in  the  State  where 
made,  can  not  be  enforced  in  Indiana.  Price  v.  Walker  (Ind. 
App.  '09),  88  N.  E.  78. 

Though  the  statute  provides  that  any  agreement  authorizing 
an  employe  as  an  agent  or  broker  to  sell  or  purchase  real  es- 
tate for  a  commission  shall  be  void  unless  the  agreement  or 
promise,  or  some  note  or  memorandum  thereof,  be  in  writing, 
where  the  broker  sells  the  land  under  an  oral  agreement  au- 
thorizing the  service,  the  moral  obligation  of  the  owner  to  pay 
for  the  services  is  sufficient  to  sustain  a  subsequent  written 
agreement  to  pay  therefor.  Muir  v.  Kane  (Wash.  Sup.  '09), 
104  P.  153.  Compare  Price  v.  Walker  (Ind.  App.  '09),  88  N.  E. 
78. 

A  modification  of  a  written  contract  employing  a  broker 
to  procure  a  purchaser  of  real  estate  for  $5,000,  at  a  commis- 
sion of  five  per  cent.,  by  authorizing  the  broker  to  sell  for  $4,500, 
is  material,  and  under  Bums'  Ann.  Stat.,  1908,  Sec.  7463, 
providing  that  no  contract  for  the  payment  of  commissions  for 
procuring  a  purchaser  shall  be  valid  unless  the  same  is  in  writ- 
ing, signed  by  the  owner,  an  action  does  not  lie  on  the  altered 
contract  unless  the  alteration  is  evidenced  by  a  writing  signed 
by  the  owner.  WclUnger  v.  Crawford  (Ind.  App.  '09),  89  N. 
B.  892. 

Under  a  statute  providing  that  any  agreement  authorizing  a 
broker  to  sell  or  purchase  real  estate  for  commissions  shall  be 
void  unless  the  agreement,  or  some  memorandum  thereof  is  in 
writing  signed  by  the  parties  to  be  charged  therewith,  a  memo- 
randum which  authorizes  no  broker,  describes  no  real  estate, 
contains  no  agreement  for  the  payment  of  commissions,  and 
is  not  signed  by  the  parties,  is  insufficient.  Swariswood  v. 
Naslin  (Wash.  Sup.  '10),  106  P.  770. 

An  agreement  by  a  broker  to  give  a  purchaser  of  land  his 
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commissions  is  not  within  the  statute  of  frauds.  Spengeman 
V.  Palestine  Bdg.  Aae'n,  60  N.  J.  L.  367,  37  A.  723.  An  agent 
who  has  invested  his  principal's  money  in  land  and  taken  the 
title  in  his  own  name,  will  not  be  allowed  to  set  up  the  statute 
of  frauds  against  the  enforcement  of  the  trust,  on  the  ground 
that  the  agency  was  without  written  authority.  Firestone  v. 
Firestone,  49  Ala.  128;  Lopsed  v.  Fritz,  91  N.  Y.  S.  6,  45  Misc. 
620.  A  memorandum  signed  by  the  auctioneer  selling  real  es- 
tate, describing  the  land  sold  and  stating  the  terms  of  sale, 
binds  both  buyer  and  seller,  and  is  a  compliance  with  the  stat- 
ute of  frauds.    QaHh  v.  Davis,  27  Ky.  L.  B.  505,  85  S.  W.  692. 

The  full  performance  by  the  broker  of  an  oral  contract  to  sell 
land  for  another  on  commission,  does  not  take  the  contract  out 
of  the  statute  of  frauds.  L.  0.  L.  Sec.  808 ;  Taylor  v.  Peterson, 
147  P.  520,  76  Or.  77;  Lueddeman  y.  Rudolph,  165  P.  172,  79 
Or.  249,  den.  re.,  154  P.  116,  79  Or.  249. 

If  a  broker  procure  a  purchaser  able  and  willing  to  purchase 
as  agreed,  the  fact  that  the  purchaser's  contract  with  the  owner 
was  not  enforceable  under  the  statute  of  frauds  would  not  pre- 
vent recovery  of  commissions.  Allgood  v.  Fahmey,  146  N".  W. 
42,  164  Iowa,  540 ;  Ooldsberry  v.  Fades,  142  S.  W.  1080,  161  Mo. 
App.  8. 

Oral  agreement  for  performing  services  connected  with  buying 
and  selling  realty  to  be  compensated  out  of  the  profits  of  real 
estate  when  realized,  especially  where  extending  over  an  indefinite 
period  of  time,  while  not  within  the  letter  of  the  statufte  of 
frauds,  is  tainted  with  the  evil  at  which  it  is  aimed.  Thompson 
V.  Hurson,  167  N.  W.  926,  201  Mich.  686. 

Contract  employing  a  broker  to  negotiate  a  sale  of  land  to 
merely  entitle  him  to  a  commission  need  not  be  in  writing  under 
the  general  statute  of  frauds,  though  it  must  be  for  him  to  exe- 
cute a  binding  contracrt  of  sale.  Vrailae  v.  KacureJc,  199  S.  W. 
876,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

Bem.  Code  1916,  Sec.  6289,  subd.  6,  requiring  contracts  em- 
ploying a  broker  to  sell  real  estate  to  be  in  writing;  held,  not  to 
apply  where,  at  the  time  of  employment  to  sell,  employer  had 
only  an  unaccepted  option  for  <the  purpose  of  exclusive  right  to 
sell,  and  so  was  not  owner.  Moloney  v.  Montana  Ranches  Co., 
170  P.  667,  —  Wash.  Sup.  — . 
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By  Statute  of  Frands>  L.  0.  L.  Sec.  808,  subd.  8,  writing  em- 
ploying a  broker  to  sell  or  exchange  realty  must  state  the  amount 
of  commission  agreed  to  be  paid.  Oregon  Rome  Builders  v. 
Crowley,  170  P.  718,  87  Or.  617,  re.  den.,  171  P.  214,  87  Or.  517. 

Writing  signed  by  owner  employing  corporation  to  procure  an 
exchange  reading,  ^^and  agree  to  pay  as  commission  2%%  of 
selling  price  oflE  price  for  which  property  was  sold,  or  at  which 
it  exchanged,^'  satisfied  statute  of  frauds,  L.  0.  L.,  Sec.  808, 
subd.  8,  by  expressing  consideration.    Id. 

Where  corporate  realty  broker  eflEected  an  exchange  of  prop- 
erty, it  converted  employer's  promise  to  pay  commission  into 
obligation  to  pay,  and  transferred  into  binding  agreement  satis- 
fying the  statute  of  frauds,  L.  0.  L.,  subd.  8,  employer's  written 
oflEer  to  pay  for  services*    Id, 

Correspondence  held  not  /to  show  a  contract  of  employment  of 
plaintiff  by  defendant,  as  his  broker  to  sell  land,  within  L.  0.  L., 
Sec.  808,  requiring  written  memorandum  of  such  contract  ex- 
pressing «the  consideration.  Ot  Western  Land  Co.  v.  Waite,  171 
P.  193,  87  Or.  488,  den.  re.,  168  P.  927,  87  Or.  488. 

Under  L.  0.  L.,  Sec.  808,  subd.  8,  requiring  broker's  contract 
to  buy  or  sell  to  state  consideration,  the  consideration,  while  it 
must  be  expressed,  need  not  be  formally  and  precisely  expressed, 
and  is  expressed  if  it  appears  by  necessary  inference.  Oregon 
Home  Builders  v.  Crowley,  171  P.  214,  87  Or.  617,  den.  re.,  170 
P.  718,  87  Or.  517. 

A  writing  offered  may  constitute  a  su£5cient  memorandum  of 
a  broker's  contract  required  by  L.  0.  L.,  Sec.  808,  subd.  8,  to 
charge  the  party  making  it,  if  it  is  later  accepted  by  parol.    Id. 

Correspondence  between  realty  brokers  and  officer  of  bank  and 
sale  by  bankers;  held,  insufficient  to  satisfy  the  statute  of  frauds 
as  to  contract  for  commissions.  Lame  v.  Farmers  £  Mechanics 
Bank,  172  P.  1146,  —  Wash.  Sup.  — . 

A  contraot  to  pay  a  broker  commissions  for  procuring  a  pur- 
chaser of  land,  to  be  enforceable,  must  be  wholly  in  writing,  im- 
der  Burns's  Ann.  Stat.  1914,  Sec.  7463,  a  contract  partly  in 
writing  and  partly  in  parol  being  insufficient.  Peters  v.  Martin, 
122  N.  E.  16,  —  Ind.  App.  — . 

The  provision  of  the  statute  of  frauds  (that  refers  to  oral  agree- 
ments for  the  sale  of  interests  in  land  does  not  affect  an  agenf  s 
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right  to  compensation  for  selling  land  pursuant  to  oral  instruc- 
tions.   Cooh  Y.  SmitK  80  S.  777,  119  Miss.  375. 

The  manifest  purpose  of  Burns's  Ann.  Stat.  1914,  Sec.  7463, 
relating  to  commissions  of  real  estate  agents,  is  to  protect  real 
estate  owners  against  imposition  and  fraud,  and  not  to  enable 
such  owners  to  work  the  same  residt  against  others,  so  that  the 
operation  of  the  statute  should  not  be  extended  further  than  to 
make  its  spirit  and  purpose  effective.  Stockberger  v.  Zane,  125 
N.  E.  65,  —  Ind.  App.  — . 

Broker's  employment  contract  authorizing  a  broker  "to  sell  the 
property  hereinafter  described,  to-wit,  40  acres  at  Forrest,  lo- 
cated in ,  for  the  sum,  etc.'*    Held,  not  to  entitle  broker 

to  recover  commissions,  on  owner  refusing  to  perform  by  selling 
property  to  procured  purchaser,  the  description  being  insufl5cient 
under  the  statute  of  frauds.  Big  Four  Land  Co.  v.  Danumnas, 
190  P.  229,  —  Wash.  Sup.  — . 

Statute  of  frauds.  Sec.  10,  as  amended  by  act,  May  1,  1911 
(P.  L.,  p.  703),  Sec.  1,  declaring  that  no  broker  selling  land  for 
an  owner  shall  be  entitled  to  a  commission  for  the  sale  unless 
authority  for  selling  is  in  writing,  signed  by  the  owner,  or  is 
recognized  in  a  writing  or  memorandum  signed  by  the  owner, 
whether  or  not  such  writing  or  memorandum  be  signed  before  or 
after  the  sale  has  been  effected,  is  satisfied  by  a  recital  in  the 
agreement  of  sale  executed  by  the  owner,  but  not  delivered  to 
the  purchaser,  that  "K**  is  recognized  as  the  broker  negotiating 
the  sale,  and  that  party  of  the  first  part  agrees  to  pay  a  specified 
commission.^'    Kelly  v.  Demorest,  111  A.  273,  —  N.  J.  Sup. — . 

Seo.  591.    Real  estate  agent  not  liable  for  failure  to  remove 
snow  from  sidewalk. 

Real  estate  agents,  whose  agency  is  restricted  to  the  collec- 
tion of  rents  of  property  or  the  soliciting  and  submission  of 
offers  to  purchase,  are  not  within  the  meaning  of  an  act  of 
Congress  requiring  the  owner,  agent  or  tenant  of  real  estate 
within  the  district  to  remove  snow  and  ice  from  paving  side- 
walks in  front  of  their  property,  and  are  therefore  not  liable 
to  the  penalties  of  that  statute.  Holtzman  v.  U.  S.,  14  App. 
(D.  C.)  454. 
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See.  502.    Seals,  and  the  necessity  for  fheir  vse. 

A  real  estate  agent  whose  authority  is  first  put  in  writing 
in  a  contract  for  a  sale  between  the  vendor  and  vendee  which 
is  not  under  seal,  can  not  recover  commissions  for  the  sale. 
Alpem  V.  Klein  (N.  J.  Sup.  '08),  68  A.  799. 

It  requires  an  instrument  under  seal  to  ratify  the  unauthor- 
ized deed  of  an  agent.  Spofford  v.  Hobbs,  29  Me.  148 ;  Drum- 
right  V.  PhUpot,  16  Ga.  424;  Reese  v.  Medlock,  27  Tex.  120. 

Where  the  act  of  the  principal  is  required  to  be  done  in  the 
name  of  the  principal,  the  authority  to  do  the  act  must  be 
conferred  by  an  instrument  under  seal.  Mitchell  v.  Sproul,  5 
J.  J.  Marsh.  (Ky.)  264;  Clark  v.  Graham,  6  Wheat.  (U.  S.)! 
577 ;  Butterfield  v.  Beall,  3  Ind.  203. 

In  niinoiia  a  power  of  attorney  not  under  seal  will  be  suffi- 
cient to  authorize  the  attorney  to  sell  land,  but  not  to  make 
a  conveyance.  Watson  v.  Sherman,  84  HI.  263,  267.  See  also 
Sec.  67. 

A  contract  under  seal  between  the  vendor  and  vendee  contained 

a  provision  that  plaintiflEs  were  recognized  by  the  vendor,  the  de- 
fendant, as  the  brokers  in  the  transaction  and  entitled  to  a  com- 
mission; held,  that  the  plaintifib  coidd  recover  the  specified  com- 
mission, whether  the  contract  was  one  made  between  others  for 
their  benefit  or  a  contract  between  plaintifEs  and  defendant. 
Tapscott  V.  McVey,  81  A.  348,  82  N.  J.  Law,  35,  judg.  aff.,  86 
A.  343,  83  N.  J.  Law,  747. 

Sec.  693.    When  tender  of  written  agreement  by  purchaser  not 
necessary. 

The  broker  is  not  obliged  to  cause  the  party  willing  to  pur- 
chase to  tender  to  the  seller  a  written  agreement  to  that  effect 
Cook  V.  Kroemeke,  4  Daly  (N.  Y.),  268. 

Sec.  594    Employment  of  broker  to  measure  land  does  not  sus- 
tain chum  of  broker  for  selling. 

Evidence  that  testator  employed  claimant,  a  real  estate  bro- 
ker, to  procure  persons  to  go  on  certain  premises,  measure 
them  and  look  at  them,  for  the  purpose  of  inducing  the  tenant 
to  believe  that  they  intended  to  purchase,  does  not  support  a 
verified  claim  for  commissions  on  a  sale  of  the  house  for  tes- 
tator.   Von  Hermanni  v.  Wagner,  30  N.  T.  S.  991,  81  Hun,  431. 
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See.  596.    Whore  title  taken  by  bitdcer  to  land  purchased,  prin- 
cipal may  tender  anunint  and  demand  deed. 

"Where  a  broker  acting  for  his  principal  has  taken  the  title 
to  land  purchased  in  his  own  name,  the  principal,  on  tendering 
the  amount  paid  for  the  land  and  an  amount  sufficient  to  com- 
pensate the  agent  for  his  services,  and  a  deed  for  him  to  exe- 
cute and  demand  execution  thereof,  the  agent  refusing,  may 
recover  the  land  in  ejectment  Rose  v.  Hayden,  35  Ean.  106. 
Contra,  Burden  v.  Sheridan,  36  Iowa,  125;  Darsey  v.  Clark, 
4  Harr.  &  J.  (Md.)  561.    Compare  Sec.  368. 

Sec  696.   When  not  necessary  for  broker  to  show  vendor  had 
a  clear  title. 

Where  defendant  did  not  base  his  refusal  to  carry  out  an 
agreement  to  purchase  property  upon  any  invalidity  of  the 
owner's  title,  it  was  not  necessary  for  the  broker,  in  suing  for 
the  commissions  for  negotiating  the  purchase,  to  show  that  the 
title  was  clear.  Hanna  v.  Espella,  148  Ala  313,  42  S.  443.  See 
Sec.  839. 


8eo.  696a.  Broker  entitled  to  commission  under  contract  «pai 
corporate  employer  acquiring  title  to  land. 

Where  a  contract  employing  brokers  to  purchase  in  entire 
allotments,  providing  for  commissions  on  corporation  securing 
title  through  some  other  source,  the  brokers'  commissions  were 
earned  on  the  corporation  acquiring  title  from  another  source, 
within  the  time  limited,  though  the  price  was  in  excess  of  that 
the  brokers  were  authorized  to  offer.  Lord  v.  Wapato  Irr.  Co., 
142  P.  1172,  81  Wash.  561,  aff.  on  re.,  152  P.  329,  84  Wash.  696. 

Sec.  696b.  Marketable  title  in  fee  simple  necessary  to  give 
broker  right  to  commission,  in  absence  of  binding  con- 
tract with  purchaser. 

A  marketable  title  in  fee  simple  to  property  desired  to  be  pur-^ 
chased  by  a  principal  is  necessary  to  sustain  a  broker's  claim  for 
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commissions,  when  the  purchaser  has  not  entered  into  a  binding 
contract  to  purchase.  Kinney  v.  Eckenberger,  145  P.  665,  74 
Or.  442. 

8eo.  697.    Contract  of  sale  requiring  owner  to  fnmigh  ab- 
stract of  title  not  within  anthority  of  broker. 

Where,  in  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions  in  procuring 
a  purchaser  for  a  tract  of  land,  it  appeared  that  the  contract 
of  employment  only  fixed  the  price,  and  that  the  broker  exe- 
cuted a  contract  of  sale  binding  the  owner  to  furnish  an  ab- 
stract of  title,  an  instruction  that  if  the  owner  entered  into 
the  contract  by  which  he  authorized  the  broker  to  sell  the  land 
at  the  price  named,  and  the  broker  entered  into  a  contract  for 
the  sale  thereof  at  the  price  named,  to  a  person  ready,  able 
and  willing  to  pay  therefor,  he  was  entitled  to  his  commissions, 
was  erroneous,  on  the  issue  whether  the  sale  made  by  the  bro- 
ker was  on  the  terms  on  which  he  was  authorized  to  effect  a 
sale.  Hunt  v.  Tuttle,  133  Iowa,  647,  110  N.  W.  1026.  See  ref- 
erences  under  Sec.  307. 

Sec.  698.    A  custom  or  usage  must  be  general  before  a  court 
will  declare  its  ezistcoice  as  a  matter  of  law. 

The  existence  of  a  custom  or  usage  to  the  effect  that  th^ 
broker  shall  be  entitled  to  commissions  in  the  event  that  his 
principal  declines  to  complete  the  transaction  negotiated,  wiU 
not  be  declared  by  the  court  as  a  matter  of  law,  unless  it  is 
notorious  and  universal.  Durkee  v.  Vermont  Cen.  B.  Co.,  29 
Vt.  127.  See  also  Sec.  626. 

Sec.  699.    Where  a  usage  is  proved,  the  law  raises  a  presump- 
tion that  the  agent  contracted  with  reference  thereto. 

Where  the  evidence  adduced  is  sufficient  to  prove  that  the 
usage  among  real  estate  agents  is  general,  the  law  raises  a  pre- 
sumption that  the  agent  knew  the  usage  and  contracted  with 
reference  to  it.  Cameron  v.  McNair,  76  Mo.  App.  366.  See 
also  Sec.  626. 
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nooiuititationality  of  statute  reqniriiijf  contract  em- 
broker  to  be  in  writing. 

Penal  Code  providing  that  in  cities  of  the  first  and  second 
class  any  person  oflfering  for  sale  real  property  without  writ- 
ten authority  shall  be  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  is  unconsti- 
tutional, as  improperly  abridging  the  rights  and  privileges  of 
citizens  of  one  portion  of  the  State  with  respect  to  a  matter 
of  contracts.  Cody  v.  Dempsey,  83  N.  Y.  S.  899,  86  App.  Div. 
335 ;  Grossmann  v.  Cominez,  79  N,  Y.  S.  900,  79  App.  Div.  15. 
Statutes  requiring  such  contracts  to  be  in  writing,  in  other 
States  upheld.  Baker  v.  Oillan,  68  Neb.,  368,  94  N.  W.  615; 
City  of  St.  Louis  v.  McCann,  157  Mo.  301,  57  S.  W.  1016  ;Kleine 
V.  Marjorie  Realty  Co.,  128  S.  W.  980,  228  Mo.  607;  Printz  v. 
Mill  135  S.  W.  19,  233  Mo.  47. 

Sec.  601.    Undisclosed  prindp^ 

Plaintiffs,  as  brokers,  entered  into  a  contract  for  the  pur- 
chase from  defendant  of  certain  bonds,  claiming  to  act  for  an 
undisclosed  principal  and  stipulating  that  they  should  in  no 
manner  be  held  liable  on  the  contract  which,  as  they  had  rea- 
son to  believe,  was  made  by  defendant  under  a  misapprehension 
as  to  the  value  of  the  bonds ;  in  fact,  they  were  acting  for  them- 
selves, and  there  was  no  other  principal.  Held,  that  they  could 
not  maintain  an  action  on  the  contract;  not  as  agents  for  an 
undisclosed  principal,  because  no  such  principal  existed,  nor 
as  principals,  because  by  their  fraudulent  misrepresentations 
they  had  secured  immunity  from  liability  on  the  contract  as 
such,  and  estopped  themselves  from  claiming  rights  which  were 
correlative  with  such  liability.  Paine  v.  Loeh,  96  Fed.  164,  37 
C.  C.  A.  434. 

Defendant  agreed  to  furnish  to  a  broker  a  certain  amount  of 
money  to  be  used  in  the  purchase  of  a  mine  which  was  to  be 
conveyed  to  a  corporation  to  be  formed,  in  which  defendant 
was  to  have  a  certain  share  of  the  stock,  the  money  advanced 
to  be  repaid  to  him  from  the  profits;  the  broker  purchased  the 
mine,  in  accordance  with  the  agreement,  making  a  cash  pay- 
ment thereon,  which  was  furnished  by  defendant,  and  executed 
his  own  notes  for  the  deferred  payments,  defendant  not  being 
known  in  the  transaction  with  the  seller.  Heldy  that  the  bro- 
ker  and  not  the  defendant  was  the  purchaser,  and  that  de- 
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f  endant  could  not  be  held  liable  on  the  note  as  an  nndiadofled 
principaL  Krohn  V.  Lambeth,  114  CaL  302,  46  P.  164.  Com- 
pare Harper  Y.  Nat.  Bank,  54  0.  S.  425.    See  also  Sec  583. 

One  acting  as  agent  of  an  undisclosed  principal  may  be 
treated  as  the  principal  by  the  party  with  whom  he  deals. 
Welch  V.  Goodwin,  123  Mass.  71;  Pentz  v.  Stanion,  10  Wend. 
271;  Bichford  v.  First  Nat.  Bh.,  42  111.  238;  Baldwin  v.  Leonr 
ard,  39  Vt.  260;  Lawler  v.  Armstrong  (Wash.  '09),  102  P.  776. 

Where  the  real  party  in  interest  is  not  disclosed  to  the  ven- 
dor, the  broker  should  not  be  allowed  to  prevail,  on  the  theory 
that  he  has  produced  the  agent  of  an  imdisdosed  principaL 
Mott  V.  Minor  (Cal.  App.  '09),  106  P.  244. 

8eo.  601a.    Portal  card  inraffident  under  rtatnte  to  ooortttuta 
contract  for  broker's  oommiadona. 


postal  card  describing  properly  offered  for  sale,  and  stating 
the  terms  of  sale,  though  signed  by  the  broker  to  whom  it  was 
addressed,  was  not  a  valid  contract  witfiin  tEe  Nebraska  statute, 
which  requires  broker's  contracts  for  tEe  sale  <xf  land  to  be  in 
writing,  and  signed  by  botK  parties.  OiSSotWB  7.  ValnnicSti,  149 
N.  W.  918,  167  Iowa,  615. 

Sec  602.    Where  broker  mnrt  be  avOJerised  In  wriUog.  con- 
tract withont  unenforceable. 

iBevised  Statutes  1899,  Sec.  3418,  providing  that  no  contract 
for  the  sale  of  lands  made  by  an  agent  shall  be  binding  on  the 
principal  unless  the  agent  is  authorized  in  writing  to  nutke  sucfi 
contract,  Held,  that  where  tHe  employment  of  the  broker  was  not 
evidenced  by  the  written  consent  of  the  land  owner,  a  written  con- 
tract to  sell  the  same  by  the  broker  witE  a  purchaser  was  unen- 
forceable against  the  land  owner.  Young  v.  BuhwedeT,  119  Mo. 
App.  231,  96  S.  W.  228;  McMurrofi  v.  Duncan,  166  P.  306,  17 
Ariz.  652;  Fritz  v.  Mitts,  150  P.  375,  —  Cal.  Sup.  — ;  Aldis  ▼. 
Schleisher,  99  P.  626,  9  Cal.  App.  372;  Beaver  v.  OonHnentdl 
Bldg.  &  Loan  'Assfn,  116  P.  1106,  16  Oal.  App.  190;  KMnmge 
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&  Heilbran  7.  Liness,  120  P.  444,  17  Cal.  App.  684;  Pronix  r. 
Sacramento  ValUy  Loan  Co.,  126  P.  609,  10  GaL  App.  629;  8eU 
vage  y.  ToJbert,  96  N.  E  114^  176  Ind.  648,  33  L.  B.  A.  973, 
Ann.  Gas.  1918  C,  724;  FuUenwidor  v.  Ooben,  96  K  E.  1010, 
176  IncL  812;  Price  v.  Walker,  88  N.  E.  78,  43  IncL  App.  619; 
Wyeong  v.  8elU,  —  N.  B.  964,  44  Ini  App.  238;  Keith  v.  Smith, 
89  P.  473,  46  Wash.  131,  13  Ann.  Gas.  976;  Gushing  ▼.  Monarch 
Timler  Co.,  136  P.  660,  76  Wash.  678,  Ann.  Gas.  1914  G,  1239; 
QerardrFUlio  Co.  ▼.  McNaXr,  12i  P.  162,  68  Wash.  321;  Eeitz  v. 
Bryant,  127  P.  683,  71  Wash.  63;  Parker  v.  Bruggemann,  130 
P.  368,  72  Wash.  309;  "Engehon  v.  Port  Crescent  Shingle  Co., 
133  P.  1030,  74  Wash.  424;  Ttothwell  v.  Gibson,  98  S.  W.  801, 
121  Mo.  App.  279;  Finley  ▼.  Eandley,  98  S.  W.  803,  121  Mo. 
App.  358;  Kennedy  ▼.  Merickel,  97  P.  81,  8  Gal.  App.  378; 
Sanchez  ▼.  Terba,  97  P.  205,  8  Gal.  App.  490 ;  In  re  Baifow  v. 
Varrotte,  111  P.  615,  14  Cal.  App.  261 ;  Curmn  v.  Hubbard,  114 
P.  81,  14  Cal.  App.  788,  le.  den.,  114  P.  83,  14  Gal.  App.  783; 
Vaylor  v.  'Adams,  115  P.  81,  15  Gal.  App.  648;  Carrington  v. 
Smithers,  147  P.  225,  26  Cal.  App.  460;  Mooney  ▼.  Thompson, 
147  P.  1178,  26  Cal.  App.  684;  Phinips  v.  Jones,  80  N.  B.  655, 
89  Ind.  App.  626;  Doney  v.  Laughlin,  94  N.  B.  1027,  50  Ind. 
ffpp.  88;  Olcott  ▼.  McOlure,  98  IT.  B.  82,  50  Ind.  App.  79; 
ilorton  V.  Oaffield,  98  N.  B.  100,  51  Ind.  App.  28;  Lustig  y. 
tfaJricV,  82  A.  867,  82  N.  7.  Lav,  498;  Mendles  ▼.  Danish,  65 
K.  888,  74  N.  J.  Law,  838;  Poote  ▼.  Bobbins,  97  P.  103,  50 
iWasH.  S77;  OroucK  v.  Forbes,  116  P.  14,  63  Wash.  564;  Goodrich 
V.  Ttoger^,  134  P.  947,  75  WasE.  212 ;  Thompson  v.  Bnglish,  135 
!P.  664,  76  WasK.  28 ;  Euichens  Co.  v.  TnchaJs,  142  P.  674,  81 
WasK.  S57;  Sdlin  ▼.  Boy,  142  P.  '679,  81  WasK.  261;  Mason  v. 
VxOef,  179  m.  App.  847;  'Blocam  y.  Smith,  161  N.  W.  830,  — 
MicK.  Snp.  — ;  Byan  v.  WaJk&r,  109  P.  417,  —  Cal.  App.  — ; 
^more  v.  Brunnimon,  128  N.  B.  248,  —  Ind.  App.  — ;  Lewis  v. 
Pope  joy,  128  IT.  B.  646,  —  Jnd.  App.  — ;  Bugh  v.  Soleim,  180 
P.  980,  —  Or.  Snp.  — ;  WeatKerhead  v.  (Toonijy,  180  P.  760, 
^  Idaho  Snp.  — ;  Murphy  ▼.  Wittis,  219  S.  W.  776,  —  Ark  Snp. 
— ;  Baton  ▼.  'Foiinif,  191  P.  1009,  —  CaL  App.  ».  See  ialso 
See.  488. 
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Sec  602a.  Manner  in  which  written  contracts  with  real  es- 
tate brokers  employed  to  sell  real  estate  shonld  be  con- 
strued and  enforced. 

Laws  of  1905^  p.  110^  c.  58^  requiring  an  agreement  employing 
a  real  estate  broker  to  be  written^  should  be  enforced  as  designed 
to  prevent  vendors  and  purchasers  from  being  defrauded  by 
brokers  wrongfully  claiming  commissions^  but  not  in  such  man- 
ner as  to  defraud  brokers.  McCree  v.  Ogden,  50  Wash.  495, 
97  P.  503,  three  judges  dissenting. 

Sec.  602b.  Broker  entitled  to  commission  when  owner  and 
customer  reach  an  agreement. 

Broker  entitled  to  commissions  when  his  customer  reaches  an 
agreement  with  the  owner  as  to  terms  of  sale,  though  agreement 
not  reduced  to  writing  and  signed  by  the  parties.  Atnold  v. 
Schmeidler,  129  N.  Y.  Sup.  408,  144  App.  Div.  420. 

Sec.  602c.  Broker  entitled  to  commission  on  sale  on  contract 
held  a  contract  to  sell  and  not  of  agency. 

A  contract  by  A.  to  give  B.  the  exclusive  sale  of  land  for 
ninety  days  and  to  execute  deed  either  to  B.  or  persons  to  whom 
he  might  sell,  B.  to  take  any  land  remaining  after  the  expiration 
of  such  time,  was  a  contract  of  sale  and  not  of  agency,  and  the 
broker  who  brought  the  parties  together  was  entitled  to  commis- 
sion. Ansley  Realty  Co.  v.  Pope,  151  S.  W.  525,  105  Tex.  440, 
rev.  judg..  Civ.  App.,  Pope  v.  Ansley  Realty  Co.,  135  S.  W.  1103. 

Sec.  602d.  Contract  signed  by  one,  and  later  by  all  tenants 
in  common,  held  snfQcient  for  broker's  commissions. 

Under  statute  of  frauds  (2  Comp.  Stat.  1910,  p.  2617),  Sec. 
10,  providing  that  a  broker  selling  land  is  not  entitled  to  a 
commission  unless  the  employment  is  in  writing,  where  the  con- 
tract  for  employment  of  a  broker  to  sell  land,  which  complied 
with  the  statute,  was  signed  by  one  of  several  tenants  in  com- 
mon, such  authority,  and  the  subsequent  agreement  by  all  the 
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tesants  in  common  to  convejy  held  sufficient.    Freeman  v.  Van 
Wegemen,  101  A.  65,  —  N.  J.  Snp.  — . 

Sec.  6Q2e.     Contract  of  employment  mngt  be  in  writing, 
whether  broker  or  middleman. 

Under  Civil  Code,  Sec.  1624,  subd.  6,  requiring  real  estate 
employment  contracts  to  be  in  writing,  there  is  no  distinction  be- 
tween a  middleman  and  an  agent  as  applied  to  real  estate  bro- 
kers.   Ryan  v.  Walker,  109  P.  417,  —  Cal.  App.  — . 

Sec.  603.    Broker  can  not  recover  commiaaions  where  contract 
unenforceable. 

A  real  estate  agent  can  not  base  a  claim  for  commissions  on 
a  contract  of  sale  which,  because  of  its  incompleteness,  can  not 
be  enforced.  Bradford  v.  Menard,  35  Minn.  197;  Mason  v. 
Small  130  Mo.  App.  249,  109  S.  W.  822 ;  Shepard-Teague  Co.  v. 
Hermann,  107  P.  622,  12  Cal.  App.  394.    See  also  Sec.  209. 

Sec.  603a.    Contract  of  employment  to  purchase  land  not  re- 
qnired  to  be  in  writing. 

Defendant  employed  plaintiff  to  negotiate  with  the  owner  of 
land  for  its  purchase  by  defendant,  at  a  price  fixed .  by  him. 
This  plaintiff  accomplished.  In  an  action  to  recover  for  services 
rendered  nnder  such  contract,  it  was  argued  that  the  contract, 
not  being  in  writing,  plaintiff  could  not  recover  under  the  stat- 
ute of  frauds  (2  Gen.  St.  1895,  p.  1604,  Sec.  10)  declaring  that 
no  real  estate  agent  shall  be  entitled  to  a  commission  for  a  sale 
or  exchange  of  real  estate,  unless  the  authority  for  selling  or 
exchanging  the  land  is  in  writing.  Held,  that  the  employment 
of  an  agent  to  purchase  land  is  not  within  the  statute  of  frauds. 
Brown  v.  Winter,  77  A.  1021,  80  K  J.  Law,  602,  judg.  aff.,  82 
A.  934,  82  K  J.  Law,  729. 

Sec.  604.    Contract  by  nnlicenaed  broker  not  absolutely  void. 

Under  the  Code  requiring  a  license  to  practice  the  business  of 
a  broker,  and  imposing  a  penalty  for  the  violation  thereof,  a 
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contract  of  an  nnlicensed  real  estate  broker  to  sell  real  estate 
for  another  is  not  absolutely  void.  Cohb  v.  Dunlevie,  63  W.  Va. 
398,  60  S.  E.  384;  Smith  v.  Sharp  (Ala.  Snp.  '09),  60  S.  381; 
ManJeer  v.  Tough,  98  P.  792,  79  Kan.  46,  19  L.  B.  A.  (N.  S.) 
675,  17  Ann.  Cas.  208;  Sullivan  v.  Duratt,  109  P.  777,  83  Kan. 
799;  Hughes  v.  Snell  115  P.  1105,  28  Okl.  828,  34  L.  R.  A. 
(N.  S.)  1133,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  D,  374;  Calhoun  y.  Egunbach,  124 
P.  978,  34  Okl.  186.    See  also  Sec.  676. 

Sec.  606.  Agreement  to  hire  auctioneer  to  lell  land  need  not 
be  in  iivriting.  ^ 
Plaintiff  was  employed  by  defendant  to  advertise  property 
for  sale  at  auction,  and  secured  an  auctioneer  and  took  charge 
of  the  sale;  after  plaintiff  had  advertised  the  property  and 
secured  an  auctioneer,  but  before  the  day  of  sale,  defendant 
sold  the  property  privately,  and  thereupon  agreed  with  plain- 
tiff to  pay  him  two  per  cent,  of  the  price  for  what  he  had  done. 
Held,  that  the  agreement  was  not  within  the  statute  which  re- 
quires a  writing  to  entitle  brokers  to  conmiissions  for  selling 
real  estate,  and  is  valid.  Griffith  v.  Daly,  56  N.  J.  Law,  466, 
29  A.  169. 

Sec.  606.    Memoranda  held  insnffident  to  meet  the  requirements 
of  the  statute  of  frauds. 

BaUinger's  Acts  and  Statutes,  Sec.  4576,  provides  that  an 
agreement  authorizing  or  employing  a  broker  to  sell  or  pur- 
chase real  estate  for  compensation  or  commission  shall  be  void 
unless  the  contract  or  some  note  or  memorandum  thereof  be 
in  writing,  signed  by  the  party  to  be  charged;  in  an  action 
by  a  broker  he  relied  on  a  memorandum  addressed  to  himself 
reading:  '' Enclosed  find  contract  which  S.  wishes  signed  by 
P.  and  confirmed  by  R.  Advise  us  when  abstract  is  ready,'' 
and  signed  by  one  of  the  defendants,  S.  being  the  other  de- 
fendant; F.  having  represented  the  owner  of  the  land  and  R. 
being  the  owner,  and  the  abstract  being  an  abstract  of  title  to 
the  land.  Held,  that  the  memorandum  was  insufScient  under 
the  statute.    Keith  v.  Smith,  46  Wash.  131,  89  P.  473 ;  McCrea 
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V.  Ogden  (Wash.  Sup,  '09),  103  P.  788;  Mendenhall  v.  Rose 
(Sup.  Ct.  Cal.  '93),  33  P.  884;  PhiUips  v.  Janes,  39  Ind.  App. 
626,  80  N.  E.  555. 

Sec.  607.    Statute  of  limitationg. 

Where  a  broker  sold  certain  property  under  a  contract  by 
which  the  purchaser  leased  the  same  for  a  term  of  years  with 
an  option  to  purchase,  which  option  was  exercised  December 
31,  1902,  the  broker's  right  to  commissions  did  not  accrue  until 
that  time,  and  was  not  barred  by  the  three  years'  statute  prior 
to  the  conmienccment  of  the  action  to  recover  the  same  on  June 
27,  1904.    Coates  v.  Locust  Point  Co.,  102  Md.  291,  62  A.  625. 

If  a  broker  having  charge  of  the  property  of  a  syndicate 
makes  a  contract  of  sale  of  lots  to  a  nominal  purchaser  to  show 
business,  and  such  purchaser  assigns  to  a  bona  fide  purchaser 
who  completes  the  sale,  the  stifctute  of  limitations  will  run 
against  the  broker's  claim  for  commissions  as  of  the  date  of 
the  bona  fide  sale,  and  not  of  the  nominal  one.  Boss  v.  Pick- 
ling,  11  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  442. 

An  action  against  real  estate  brokers  for  deceit  in  selling 
land  is  governed  by  the  statute  requiring  actions  for  debt  not 
evidenced  by  a  written  contract,  to  be  brought  within  two  years. 
Gordon  v.  Rhodes  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '09),  116  S.  W.  40. 

A  right  of  action  by  an  agent  against  his  principal  for  reim- 
bursement for  money  paid  out  in  defending  a  suit  for  breach 
of  warranty  of  land  sold  at  the  principal's  request,  would  not 
arise  until  the  agent  paid  the  judgment  against  himself,  so 
that  an  action  brought  within  six  months  thereafter  would 
not  be  barred  by  limitations,  and  limitations  would  not  begin 
to  run  to  bar  recovery  of  the  expenses  of  defending  the  suit 
until  the  last  item  was  paid,  as  in  the  case  of  a  running  account. 
Shearer  v.  Guardian  Trust  Co.  (Mo.  App.  '09),  116  S.  W.  456. 

A  purchaser  was  induced  by  fraudulent  representations  of 
the  broker  of  the  vendor  to  purchase  land  for  $12,500,  $5,000 
of  which  was  to  be  in  cash,  and  the  balance  in  notes.  The  pur- 
chaser paid  to  the  vendor  $2,500  of  cash,  and  it  was  under- 
stood that  $2,527  should  be  paid  by  the  broker  to  the  0¥mer 
on  the  purchaser's  account.  Payment  was  not  made,  and  the 
purchaser  did  not  discover  the  fact  until  four  years  and  ten 
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months  had  elapsed.  Held,  that  the  right  of  the  purchaser  to 
recover  from  the  broker  as  for  deceit  was  barred  by  the  four 
years'  statute  of  limitations.  Gordon  v.  Rhodes  (Tex.  Civ.  App. 
'09),  117  S.  W.  1023,  certified  questions  answered,  116  S.  W.  40. 


Sec.  608.    Rival  brokers. 

One  of  several  independent  brokers  employed  to  procure  a 
purchaser  must  produce  a  customer  of  his  own,  and  not  one 
then  sustaining  that  relation  to  another  of  the  brokers,  and 
when  he  is  first  in  negotiating  with  a  customer  he  will  con- 
tinue to  sustain  that  relation  until  it  is  expressly  broken  off 
or  the  matter  of  the  purchase  has  ceased  to  be  held  under  con- 
sideration by  the  purchaser.  Jennings  v.  Trummer,  52  Oregon, 
149,  96  P.  874.   Compare  Sec,  446. 

Sec.  609.    If  purchaser  willing  to  perform,  statute  of  frauds 
not  available  to  defeat  broker's  commissions. 

A  real  estate  broker,  in  order  to  recover  commissions,  must 
show  either  a  consummation  of  the  sale  or  the  obtaining  of 
a  purchaser;  the  mere  fact,  however,  that  the  contract  was 
within  the  statute  of  frauds  does  not  preclude  a  recovery  for 
commissions,  if  a  willingness  to  perform  the  same  is  shown. 
Carter  v.  Simpson,  130  111.  App.  328;  McKenna  v.  Harvie,  38 
Minn.  18,  35  N.  W.  668.  This  is  true  also  in  the  case  of  a  con- 
tract  to  exchange  properties.  Schulte  v.  Meehan,  133  111.  App. 
491. 

Sec.  610.    Reasonable  price  inferred  by  law. 

Where  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  land  between  the  owner 
and  a  couple  of  real  estate  agents  provides  that  the  owner 
shall  fix  its  selling  price,  the  law  infers  that  it  shall  fix  a  rea- 
sonable price,  and  that  the  sale  shall  be  made  within  a  rea- 
sonable time.    Tinsley  v.  Durfey,  99  111.  App.  239. 

Sec.  611.    What  is  a  reasonable  time  must  be  determined  by  the 

facts  and  circumstances  in  each  case. 

In  determining  what  constitutes  a  reasonable  time  within 

which  a  real  estate  broker  employed  to  procure  a  purchaser  for 

a  farm  must  procure  a  purchaser  in  order  to  be  entitled  to  his 
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commissions,  the  facts  and  circimistances  must  be  considered. 
Sallee  v.  McMurtry,  133  Mo.  App.  »58,  88  S.  W.  157;  Oeiger  v. 
Riser  (Colo.  Sup.  '10),  107  P.  267;  Cocqugt  v.  Shower,  189  P. 
606,  —  Colo.  Sup.  — .    See  also  Sees.  612,  1080. 

Where  an  owner  of  premises  agreed  in  September  to  extend 
the  time  within  which  a  broker  might  sell  to  such  time  as  he 
could  get  the  prospective  purchaser  to  bind  itself  to  buy,  and 
it  was  contemplated  that  the  broker  was  to  have  until  some 
time  after  the  beginning  of  the  year  to  make  the  sale,  and  the 
sale  was,  in  fact,  closed  in  April,  active  negotiations  having 
been  kept  up  all  the  time  with  the  prospect  of  eventual  success, 
the  delay  in  closing  the  sale  was  not  unreasonable,  and  did  not, 
on  that  ground,  authorize  the  revocation  of  the  broker's  au- 
thority without  his  consent.  Luhn  v.  Fortran  (Tex.  Civ.  App. 
'09),  115  S.  W.  667.    Writ  of  error  denied  by  Supreme  Court. 

Sec.  612.    Broker's  emplojrment  continues  for  a  reasonable  time. 

Where,  at  the  time  a  broker  was  employed  to  sell  real  estate, 
no  period  was  agreed  on  during  which  the  agency  should  con- 
tinue, it  continued  for  a  reasonable  time  after  the  employment, 
in  view  of  all  the  circumstances.  Staehlin  v.  Kramer,  118  Mo. 
App.  329,  94  S.  W.  785;  Bailee  v.  McMurtry,  113  Mo.  App.  253, 
88  S.  W.  157;  Morgan  v.  Keller,  194  Mo.  663,  92  S.  W.  75; 
Hanna  v.  Espalla,  148  Ala.  313,  42  S.  443;  Turner  v.  Snyder, 
132  Mo.  App.  320,  111  S.  W.  858;  Geiger  v.  Kiser  (Colo.  Sup. 
'10),  107  P.  267;  McFarUind  v.  Boucher,  134  N.  W.  91,  153 
Iowa,  716;  Geo.  J.  Wanstrath  B.  E.  Co.  v.  Wenz,  170  S.  W.  346, 
185  Mo.  App.  162 ;  Sugarman  v.  Fraeer,  128  N.  Y.  Sup.  718,  71 
Misc.  Eep.  416;  Alexander  v.  Sherwood  Co.,  77  S.  E.  1027,  72 
W.  Va.  195,  49  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  985;  Turner  v.  Snyder,  123  S. 
W.  1060,  139  Mo.  App.  656;  Dodge  v.  Childers,  151  S.  W.  749, 
167  Mo.  App.  448;  Barney  v.  Yazoo  Delta  Loan  Co.,  101  N.  E. 
96,  179  Ind.  337;  Hall  v.  Olson,  114  P.  658,  58  Or.  464;  Graf 
&  Case  Bealty  Co.  v.  Lovell,  163  S.  W.  877,  180  Mo.  App.  706; 
McCamey  v.  Lightner,  175  N.  W.  751,  —  Iowa  Sup.  — ;  Coc- 
quyt  V.  Showers,  189  P.  606,  —  Colo.  Sup.  — ;  Shortridge  v. 
Baiffreian,  222  S.  W.  1031,  —  Mo.  App.  — .  Compare  Sees.  614, 
620. 
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Sec.  612a.  Owner  allowed  reasonable  time  after  pnrchaser 
procured  to  prepare  abstract,  deed,  etc. 

Owner  held  entitled,  after  production  of  purchaser  by  broker, 
to  reasonable  time  in  which  to  make  deed,  prepare  abstract,  cor- 
rect any  correctible  defects  therein,  and  not  liable  for  commis- 
sions if  the  purchaser  refuses  to  allow  such  reasonable  time. 
Bunyard  v.  Farman,  161  S.  W.  649,  176  Mo.  App.  89. 

What  is  a  reasonable  time  for  the  owner  of  land  to  make  a 
deed,  prepare  an  abstract  and  correct  any  correctible  defects 
therein,  after  the  production  of  a  purchaser  by  a  broker,  depends 
on  the  facts  of  each  case.    Id. 

See.  612b.  Brok^'s  contract  of  employment  required  owner 
to  designate  tracts  and  fix  prices  and  terms  within  a 
reasonable  time. 

Under  contract  of  broker  with  landowner  providing  that  owner 
designate  tracts,  and  fix  prices  and  terms,  the  owner  must  do  this 
in  a  reasonable  time.  Daugherty  v.  Smith,  19^  S.  W.  1131,  — 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

Sec.  612c.  Favorable  reply  of  owner  to  broker's  inquiry 
bonnd  former  for  reasonable  time  for  broker  to  find  a 
purchaser. 

An  owner  of  real  estate  is  not  bound  for  an  indefinite  period 
by  his  favorable  reply  to  an  inquiry  as  to  the  price  of  such  real 
estate,  made  to  a  broker  who  agrees  to  furnish  a  prospective  pur- 
chaser.   Becker  v.  Hollesen,  198  111.  App.  180. 

Sec.  612d.  Broker's  contract  of  employment  in  March  held 
not  ended  in  Angnst. 

Where  owner  of  real  estate  in  March  made  an  exclusive  agency 
agreement  for  its  sale,  without  limit  excepting  reservation  to  ter- 
minate on  thirty  days'  notice;  held,  that  the  contract  had  not 
expired  in  August  by  mere  lapse  of  time.  Howard  4c  Brown 
Realty  Co,  v.  Bamett,  206  S.  W.  417,  —  Mo.  App.  — . 


Sec.  613.    Contract  to  pay  plaintiff  $1,000,000  if  defendant 
bought  railroad  bonnd  him  only  for  a  reasonable  time. 

Where   plaintifF  alleged  that   defendant  agreed  to  pay  him 
$1,000,000  for  information  and  services  relating  to  the  prospec- 
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tive  purchase  of  a  railroad,  in  case  the  defendant  purchased  the 
same  or  became  interested  in  its  purchase  with  others,  such  con- 
tract could  not  be  construed  to  restrain  defendant  from  becoming 
interested  in  the  purchase  of  such  railroad  for  all  time,  on  pain 
of  being  liable  on  the  contract,  but  only  bound  him  not  to  par- 
ticipate in  the  purchase  for  a  reasonable  time  unless  he  paid 
plaintiff  for  his  services.  Mengis  v.  Fitzgerald,  95  N.  Y.  S.  436, 
108  App.  Div.  24;  Dyer  v.  Duffy,  39  W.  Va.  148,  19  S.  E.  540, 
24  L.  K.  A.  339 ;  Shaw  v.  Chiles,  71  S.  E.  745,  9  Ga.  App.  460. 

Sec.  614.   Beaaonable  time  iinmaterial  where  broker  flnds  pur- 
chaser while  employed* 

Where  a  broker  finds  a  purchaser  at  the  seller's  terms  while 
still  employed,  the  reasonableness  of  the  time  which  he  has  taken 
to  do  so  is  immaterial.  Moore  v.  Boehm,  91  N".  Y.  S.  125,  45 
Misc.  622;  Teho  v.  Weld,  92  A.  876,  5  Boyce,  Del.  Super.  255; 
Kurtz  V.  Payne  Inv  Co.,  135  N.  W.  1075,  156  Iowa,  376,  re.  den. 
but  opinion  modified,  133  N".  W.  460;  Ewan  v.  Power,  178  S.  W. 
1092,  165  Ky.  806.    See  also  Sec.  628.    Compare  Sec.  612. 

Sec.  614a.    When  six  months  not  unreasonable  delay  in  ac- 
cepting broker's  ofTer  for  finding  a  purchaser. 

Unreasonable  delay  in  accepting  an  offer  to  pay  a  broker  a 
commission  for  procuring  a  purchaser  for  land,  by  a  letter  dated 
Oct.  19,  1907,  is  not  shown  because  acceptance  was  deferred  until 
the  spring  of  1908,  being  not  received  until  then  and  immediately 
accepted.    Olcott  v.  McClure,  98  N.  B.  82,  50  Ind.  App.  79. 

Sec.  615.    In  the  absence  of  an  express  agreement  the  reason- 
able value  of  the  services  may  be  recovered  by  broker. 

Where  a  real  estate  agent  renders  services  in  procuring  a 
purchaser  for  land,  with  the  owner's  consent  but  without  any 
agreement  for  the  payment  of  a  certain  sum  for  such  services, 
the  agent  is  entitled  to  recover  the  reasonable  value  of  the 
services.  Stephens  v.  Tomlinson,  etc,  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '05),  88 
S.  W.  304;  Hawkins  v.  Chandler,  8  Houst.  (Del.)  434,  32  A. 
464;  Biester  v.  Evans,  59  111.  App.  181;  New  Kanawha  C.  A 
M,  Co.  V.  Wright,  163  Ind.  529,  72  N.  E.  550;  Carruthers  v. 
Towne,  86  Iowa,  318,  53  N.  W.  240;  Holies  v.  Weston,  156 
Mass.  357,  31  N.  E.  483;  Boardman  v.  Hanks,  185  Mass.  555, 
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W  N.  E.  1012;  Boer  v.  Koch,  21  N.  Y.  S.  974,  2  Misc.  334; 
Donald  v.  Lawson,  87  N".  T.  S.  485;  Lansing  v.  Johnson,  18 
Neb.  174,  24  N.  W.  726;  McMurtry  y.  Madison,  18  Neb.  291, 
25  N.  W.  85;  Harrell  v.  ZimpUman,  66  Tex.  292,  17  S.  W.  478; 
Alexander  v.  Wakefield  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '02),  69  S.  W.  77; 
McEwen  v.  Vallentine,  170  P.  490,  —  OH.  Sup.  — .  See  also 
Sees.  613,  687. 

Sac.  616.    Seasonable  compesBatioit 

What  is  a  fair  and  reasonable  compensation  depends  upon 
the  amount  allowed  for  such  services  by  custom  or  usage  locally 
prevailing  among  brokers.  Hartman  v.  Warner,  75  Conn.  197, 
52  A.  719 ;  Williams  v.  Clowes,  75  Conn.  155,  52  A.  820 ;  Semple 
V.  Band,  112  Iowa,  616,  84  N.  W.  683 ;  Thomas  v.  Brandt  (Md. 
'93),  26  A.  524;  Graves  v.  Dill,  159  Mass.  74,  34  N.  E.  336; 
Ashhy  V.  Holmes,  68  Mo.  App.  23;  Chreen  v.  Wright^  36  Mo. 
App.  298;  Lansing  v.  Johnson,  18  Neb.  174,  24  N.  W.  726; 
Potts  v.  Aechtermacht,  93  Pa.  St.  138 ;  Insloe  v.  Jones,  Brightly 
(Pa.),  76. See  also  Sec.  626. 

Sec.  617.  Not  necesBary  for  broker  to  put  defendant  in  default 
befcnre  suing  for  fees. 
Where,  after  giving  plaintiff  a  power  of  attorney  to  act  as 
agent  for  the  sale  of  defendant's  real  estate,  plaintiff  and  a 
prospective  buyer  had  started  to  meet  the  defendant  at  the 
property  in  another  State,  and  defendant  put  an  end  to  the 
agency  and  placed  it  out  of  his  power  to  carry  out  the  promise 
of  sale  by  making  a  sale  to  a  third  person,  there  was  no  ne- 
cessity for  plaintiff  to  put  defendant  in  default  before  suing 
for  his  commissions.  Luckett  Land  <&  Em.  Co,  v.  Brown,  118 
La.  943,  43  S.  628. 

Sec.  618.  Ratification  not  shown  by  acquiescemce  without 
knowledge. 
In  an  action  by  a  broker  to  recover  commissions  for  making 
a  sale,  defendant's  acquiescence  in  plaintiff's  statement  that 
plaintiff  had  secured  a  loan  for  a  prospective  purchaser  did 
not  fairly  justify  the  conclusion  that  defendant  ratified  the 
agency  claimed  by  plaintiff,  as  no  claim  of  agency  was  sug- 
gested by  plaintiff's  statement.  Bowe  v.  Miller,  23  Ky.  L.  R. 
1610,  66  S.  W.  184.    See  also  Sees.  458,  567. 
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Bee  618a.    Beply  of  owner  which  did  not  amonnt  to  a  ratip 
fication. 

A  contract  of  sale  executed  by  one  having  authority  only 
to  find  a  purchaser,  and  containing  provisions  not  referred  to 
in  his.  letter  to  the  owner  that  he  had  an  offer  of  purchase 
on  certain  terms  and  not  known  to  the  owner,  is  not  ratified 
by  his  reply,  ''All  right,  offer  accepted/'  Hardinger  v.  C(h 
lumbia,  50  Wash.  405,  97  P.  445.    See  also  Sec.  24. 

Sec.  618b.    When  knowledge  of  broker  withheld  from  pnr- 
chaeer  did  not  bind  latter. 

The  knowledge  of  a  real  estate  broker,  acting  as  the  agent  of 
the  owner  of  land,  as  to  whether  certain  buildings  on  the  land 
sold  were  to  be  excepted,  does  not  bind  the  purchasers.  AUod- 
ander  v.  Anderson,  207  S.  W.  206,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

Sec.  619.    BatiUcation  by  acceptance  of  oflTer  made  to  broker. 

The  acceptance  by  a  vendor  of  land  of  an  offer  actually  made 
to  a  broker,  and  the  consummation  of  sale  on  such  terms,  ie 
a  ratification  of  the  broker's  act,  and  entitles  him  to  his  com- 
missions.  Lei*y  v.  Wolf,  2  Cal.  App.  491,  84  P.  313.  Even 
when  sold  through  another  broker.    Id. 

Sec.  620.    Batiflcation  cures  defect  in  agent's  appointment. 

An  owner  verbally  authorized  an  agent  to  offer  real  estate 
for  sale ;  the  agent,  in  the  name  of  the  principal,  gave  a  broker 
written  authority  to  procure  a  purchaser  for  the  land;  the 
owner  subsequently  ratified  the  agent's  act  by  offering  per- 
formance of  the  contract  of  sale  to  the  purchaser  procured 
by  the  broker  by  tendering  a  deed  conveying  the  premises. 
Held,  that  the  defect  in  the  appointment  was  cured  by  the 
owner's  acts  constituting  ratification.  Mercantile  Trust  Co.  v. 
Niggeman,  119  Mo.  App.  56,  96  S.  W.  293.  See  also  Sees.  24, 
621,  622. 

Sec.  620a.    Sufficient  allegation  of  ratification. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  claimed  to  have  been  earned 
by  the  purchase  of  land  for  defendant,  where  the  latter  claimed 
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that  plaintiff  acted  in  violation  of  his  agency  by  paying  a 
higher  price  per  acre  than  he  was  authorized,  etc.,  allegations 
of  the  complaint  that  plaintiff  notified  defendant  from  time  to 
time  of  the  purchases,  the  purchase  price,  amounts  of  payments, 
etc.,  and  defendant,  knowing  of  the  purchases  and  terms  thereof, 
ratified  them,  as  well  as  the  allegations  of  the  reply  that  the 
payments  of  the  land  in  excess  of  the  prices  thereof  were 
made  with  defendant's  knowledge  and  ratified  by  him,  suffi- 
ciently alleged  ratification.  Mahon  v.  Rankin  (Or.  Sup.  '09), 
102  P.  608. 

Sec.  621.    Batiflcation  of  agent's  appointment  by  principal 
execnting  contract  with  purchaser. 

Where  a  contract  to  purchase  land  is  presented  to  the  ven- 
dor, signed  by  the  purchaser,  it  is  for  the  vendor  to  decide 
whether  the  purchase  is  acceptable,  and  if  he  then  executes  the 
contract  himself,  he  ratifies  the  act  of  his  agent  in  having  pre- 
viously, though  unauthorizedly,  so  done,  it  is  binding  on  him. 
Flynn  v.  Jordal,  124  Iowa,  457,  100  N.  W.  326;  Findlay  v. 
Koch,  126  Iowa,  131,  101  N.  W.  766.    See  also  Sees.  24,  620,  622. 

Sec.  622.    Batiflcation  by  acceptance  of  the  proceeds. 

A  brother  and  sister  were  tenants  in  common  of  a  tract  of 
land,  which  the  principal  employed  an  agent  to  sell;  the  agent 
procured  a  purchaser  and  wrote  to  the  brother  a  letter  con- 
taining the  terms  of  the  contract  of  sale;  the  brother  showed 
the  letter  to  his  sister,  and  the  brother  subsequently  wired  that 
the  sale  was  accepted;  on  the  death  of  the  brother  the  sister 
97rote  to  the  agent  with  reference  to  the  sale,  and  a  draft  for 
a  part  payment  was  received  by  her  and  cashed;  she  subse- 
quently orally  agreed  to  a  conveyance  of  the  land  according 
to  the  contract.  Held,  that  she  ratified  the  contract  of  sale. 
Stuart  V.  Mattern,  141  Mich.  686,  105  N.  W.  35,  12  D.  L.  N. 
616.    See  also  Sees.  24,  620,  621. 

Sec.  623.    To  constitute  ratiflcation  of  the  act  of  attorney, 
knowledge  on  part  of  principal  immateriaL 

Where  one  authorizes  an  attorney  in  fact,  by  power  duly 
signed  and  acknowledged,  to  make  a  certain  contract  for  the 
purchase  of  land  with  certain  parties,  and  of  a  certain  date, 
and  subsequently  ratifies  the  act  of  his  attorney,  it  is  imma- 
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terial  whether  he  knew  all  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the 
contract  at  the  time  it  was  made,  and  he  will  be  bound  by  the 
contract  made  by  such  attorney.  Bank  v.  Garvey,  66  Neb. 
767,  92  N.  W.  1025,  99  N.  W.  666. 


Sec.  624.  It  is  an  essential  prerequisite  to  ratification  that 
the  principal  had  knowledge  of  unauthorized  contract. 
A  signature  to  an  agreement  for  the  sale  of  land  made  for 
another  without  authority,  may  be  by  him  adopted  and  rati- 
fied so  as  to  be  of  the  same  force  as  if  made  by  authority  ante- 
cedently given,  and  such  ratification  may  be  inferred  from  cir- 
cumstances, but  knowledge  that  there  was  such  an  agreement 
signed  for  him  is  an  essential  prerequisite  to  proof  of  his  rati- 
fication. O'Reilly  v.  Keim,  54  N.  J.  Bq.  418,  34  A.  1073.  See 
also  Sec.  24. 

Sec.  624a.    Sale  by  owner's  son  at  reduced  price  to  broker's 
customer  barred  broker's  conunission. 

Where  a  broker^  with  authority  to  sell  land  at  $60,000,  secured 
an  offer  by  C.  of  $42,000,  and  a  reduction  by  the  owner  to 
$48,000,  but  could  not  effect  a  sale,  and  the  owner's  son,  with 
knowledge,  sold  to  C.  for  $43,500,  the  broker  was  not  entitled  to 
commissions,  the  owner  being  without  knowledge.  Terry  y.  BarU 
left,  140  N.  W.  1133,  153  Wis.  208. 

Sec.  626.    Tender  not  necessary  to  entitle  broker  to  recover 
on  principal's  refusing  purchaser. 

Where  a  broker  obtained  a  purchaser  who  in  good  faith  of- 
fered to  buy  at  defendant's  price,  a  formal  tender  of  the  price 
was  not  necessary  until  defendant  evinced  some  disposition  to 
accept  it,  in  order  to  entitle  the  broker  to  commissions.  Carlin 
V.  Lifur,  2  Cal.  App.  590,  84  P.  292.  Nor  to  bring  the  pur- 
chaser into  the  owner's  presence.  OetzeUohn  v.  Donnelly,  98  N. 
Y.  S.  213,  50  Misc.  164.  The  refusal  by  the  owner  to  accept  the 
offer  was  a  waiver  of  tender.  McDermott  v.  Mahoney,  115  N.  W. 
32,  139  Iowa,  292,  106  N.  W.  925;  Moore  v.  Boehm,  91  N.  Y.  S. 
125,  45  Misc.  622;  Fawver  v.  Fiiaingim,  149  S.  W.  746,  —  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  — ;  Parker  v.  Seattle  Land  &  Home  Co.,  165  P.  1086; 
Leland  v.  Barber,  117  N.  E.  33,  228  Mass.  144.  See  also  Sec. 
436. 
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8eo.  826.    Outom  or  Usage. 

A  custom  that  did  not  require  purchasers  of  land  to  pay 
cash,  although  the  terms  of  sale  were  for  cash  payments,  will 
not  sustain  a  contract  of  sale  made  by  a  real  estate  agent  which 
violated  an  instruction  to  sell  for  one-third  cash.  Wandless 
V.  McCandless,  38  Iowa,  20.  Where  a  principal  claimed  that 
its  broker  had  been  notified  of  its  custom  to  give  only  quit- 
claim deeds  to  purchasers  of  its  real  estate,  evidence  to  show 
that  after  its  refusal  to  give  a  deed  with  warranty,  it  offered 
to  give  such  a  deed  if  an  increased  price  was  paid  was  ad- 
missible to  show  that  no  such  custom  existed.  Beach  v.  Trav- 
elers' Ins,  Co.,  73  Conn.  118,  46  A.  867.  Where  a  custom  ex- 
ists among  real  estate  agents  and  their  customers  which  en- 
titles the  agents  to  commissions  on  a  sale  of  land  placed  in 
their  hands,  whether  the  sale  is  made  by  them  or  by  others. 
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during  the  period  it  is  under  their  control^  such  custom  amounts 
to  a  contract  when  it  is  known  to  their  customers.  Harrell  y. 
Zimpleman,  66  Tex.  292,  17  S.  W.  478.    See  also  Sees.  599,  626a. 

A  custom  must  be  certain,  uniform  and  generally  understood, 
or  it  is  not  binding  on  the  principal.  Insloe  v.  Jones,  Brightly 
(Pa.),  76;  Pratt  v.  Bank,  12  Phila.  (Pa.)  378;  Colland  v. 
Traped,  70  111.  App.  228 ;  Potts  v.  Aechtermacht,  93  Pa.  St.  138. 
An  offer  to  prove  a  general  custom  among  brokers  acting  for 
both  parties  to  an  exchange  of  lands  to  'charge  conmiissions 
to  each,  held  properly  refused,  for  the  reason  that  it  appeared 
that  the  broker  was  the  agent  of  one  of  the  parties,  and  could 
not  therefore  legally  demand  compensation  from  the  other.  Dartt 
V.  Somnesym,  86  Minn.  56,  90  N.  W.  115. 

To  a  custom  to  the  effect  that  each  owner  should  pay  one-half 
of  the  commission  to  the  broker  for  effecting  an  exchange  of  prop- 
erty available  as  a  binding  custom,  the  broker  must  have  acted 
as  a  middleman  in  the  mutual  interest  of  both  parties,  without 
being  the  authorized  agent  of  either.  Inman  v.  Brown,  147  S.  W. 
652,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

That  there  was  a  custom  that  each  party  to  an  exchange  pay 
2^^%  commission  on  his  property  would  not  authorize  recovery 
of  broker^s  commission  from  party  to  the  trade  who  knew  nothing 
of  custom.  Yockum  v.  Oasseti,  200  S.  W.  582,  —  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  — . 

A  real  estate  agent  seeking  to  recover  commissions  for  nego- 
tiating a  sale,  where  no  contract  was  made  in  regard  thereto, 
may  prove  a  custom  as  to  the  rate  of  commissions  and  the  time 
of  payment  in  the  place  where  the  business  was  done  and  the 
land  sold.  Hanshrough  v.  Neal,  94  Va.  722,  27  S.  E.  593.  See 
Sec.  616. 

A  custom  existing  among  real  estate  brokers,  according  to 
which  a  commission  is  divided,  where  one  broker  has  a  buyer  and 
the  other  a  seller,  is  not  suflBcient  to  entitle  the  broker  repre- 
senting the  seller,  but  not  effecting  the  sale,  to  recover  of  a 
broker  who  was  the  procuring  cause  of  the  sale  one-half  of  the 
commissions  earned.    Hedenherg  v.  Seeherger,  140  HI.  App.  618. 

The  court  takes  judicial  notice  of  a  custom  that  authority  to 
a  broker  to  sell  land  carries  with  it  the  obligation  to  furnish  an 
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abstract  of  title.    Watkins  v.  Thomas,  124  S.  W.  1063,  141  Mo. 
App.  263. 

In  a  broker's  action  for  commission  on  the  sale  of  a  ranch  and 
personal  property,  tinder  an  agreement  that  he  was  to  receive  "a 
good  commission,**  it  was  not  error  to  limit  to  6%  of  the  pur- 
chase price,  which  was  the  nsual  rate  prevailing  among  local 
agents,  and  constituted  a  reasonable  compensation.  Burger  v. 
Cole,  194  P.  611,  —  Colo.  Sup.  — . 

Sec.  626a.    Custom  insufBcient  to  supply  lack  of  employment 
as  broker. 

The  existence  of  a  custom  to  the  effect  that  when  brokers 
negotiate  a  lease  of  real  property  the  lessor  pays  the  commis- 
sion, can  not  fasten  on  a  property  owner  any  liability  as  the 
employer  of  the  broker,  simply  because  he  leases  the  prop- 
erty to  one  introduced  by  the  broker  to  take  it,  without  any 
request,  express  or  implied,  on  the  part  of  the  ovnier.  Brady 
V.  American  M.  dk  E.  Co,,  83  N.  Y.  S.  663,  86  App.  Div.  267. 
See  also  Sec.  626. 

Sec.  627.    Defendant  can  not  object  where  evidence  shows 
sale  for  less  than  broker  claims. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  for  selling  land,  where  the 
petition  alleges  that  the  tract  contained  thirty-five  acres  and 
that  the  purchaser  agreed  to  purchase  it  ''for  the  sum  of  $200 
per  acre,  and  in  the  aggregate  for  the  sum  of  $7,000,''  and 
that  defendant  agreed  to  pay  plaintiff  five  per  cent,  for  pro- 
curing a  purchaser,  and  the  evidence  shows  that  the  land  dis- 
posed of  contained  forty-two  acres,  and  was  sold  for  $7,000, 
but  after  the  sale  the  tract  was  found  to  contain  only  thirty- 
five  acres,  whereupon  defendant  made  the  sale  for  $6,500, 
judgment  for  five  per  cent,  on  the  $6,500  is  warranted,  and 
defendant  can  not  object  that  the  pleading  alleged  a  sale  for 
$200  an  acre,  while  the  evidence  showed  a  sale  for  less  than 
that  sum.    Hoefling  v.  Hambleton,  84  Tex.  517,  19  S.  W.  689. 

Sec.  628.    Presumptions. 

Any  one  dealing  with  a  person  whom  he  knows  to  be  a  bro- 
ker may  be  presumed  to  know,  from  the  nature  of  the  broker's 
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business,  that  he  is  acting  as  agent  for  some  third  person. 
Baxter  v.  Doren,  29  Mo.  434.  The  fact  that  a  real  estate  agent 
had  been  licensed  for  a  number  of  years  and  had  a  license  at 
the  time  of  a  certain  trial  to  recover  commissions  in  another 
case  does  not  raise  a  presumption  that  he  had  a  license  at 
the  time  of  the  transaction  for  which  commissions  are  sought 
to  be  recovered.    Echert  v.  Collot,  46  111.  App.  361. 

The  solvency  and  ability  of  the  proposed  purchaser  to  per- 
form the  obligations  of  his  contract  will  be  presumed  until  the 
contrary  is  proved.  Orosse  v.  Cooley,  43  Minn.  188,  45  N.  W. 
15.  (This  is  contrary  to  the  general  doctrine.)  Where  a  ven- 
dor accepts  the  purchaser  proposed  by  the  broker  and  enters 
into  a  contract  with  him,  the  solvency  of  the  purchaser  will 
be  presumed,  in  the  absence  of  proof.  Parker  v.  Estdbrook^ 
68  N.  H.  349,  44  A.  484 ;  Springer  v.  Orr,  82  111.  App.  558 ; 
McFarland  v.  Lillard,  2  Ind.  App.  160,  28  N.  E.  229;  Orosse 
V.  Cooley,  43  Minn.  188,  45  N.  W.  15.  Compare  Leuschner  v. 
Patrick  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  W),  103  S.  W.  664. 

"Where  a  contract  to  procure  a  purchaser  of  real  estate  has 
been  continued,  or  the  time  within  which  a  sale  was  to  have 
been  made  is  waived,  without  reference  to  the  compensation 
of  the  broker,  the  presumption  is  that  he  is  entitled  to  recover 
the  sum  originally  agreed  upon.  Ice  v.  Maxwell,  61  W.  Va. 
9,  55  S.  E.  899.  An  agency  to  sell  real  estate  is  presumed  to 
continue  until  a  sale  is  effected,  and  the  burden  is  on  the  owner 
to  rebut  such  presumption.  Hartford  v.  McOUlicuddy,  103  Me. 
224,  68  A.  860 ;  U.  8.  Farm  Land  Co.  v.  Darter,  183  P.  696,  — 
Cal.  App.  — .     See  also  Sees.  612,  614. 

In  an  action  for  procuring  a  loan  on  property,  it  can  not  be 
assumed,  in  the  absence  of  evidence,  that  it  was  not  made  be- 
cause of  defendant's  fault  or  because  they  did  not  have  a  good 
title.    Rosenthal  v.  Ounn,  119  N.  Y.  S.  165. 

A  broker  calling  attention  of  purchaser  to  the  property,  exhibit- 
ing it  to  him,  and  effecting  a  sale;  held,  not  required  to  make 
proof,  tending  to  exclude  all  other  inferences,  since  it  will  be 
presumed  that  the  sale  resulted  from  his  efforts.  0.  L.  £  H.  /. 
Gross  V.  Tillinghast,  86  A.  721,  35  E.  I.  298. 

Presumptively  a  broker  who  acted  as  agent  for  the  owner  in 
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the  sale  of  a  farm  was  entitled  to  some  commission.  Orosswiller 
V.  Jansen,  162  N.  W.  45,  —  Iowa  Sup.  — . 

Where  broker's  contract  to  sell  land  at  $100  an  acre  did  not 
authorize  a  sale  on  credit,  the  presumption  is  that  the  sale  was 
to  be  for  cash.  Sanden  d  Huss  r.  Ausenbus,  168  N.  W.  801,  — 
Iowa  Sup.  — . 

Fact  that  broker  negotiating  a  loan  received  commission  from 
borrower  does  not  conclusively  establish  that  he  was  the  agent  for 
borrower.    Stephens  v.  Ahrens,  178  P.  863,  —  Cal.  Sup.  — . 

In  a  broker's  action  for  commission,  an  express  contract  is  al- 
leged, and  the  complaint  does  not  show  on  its  face  that  the  con- 
tract was  a  parol  one,  it  will  be  assumed  that  it  was  in  writing, 
as  required  by  Comp.  Laws  1917,  Sec.  6817.  Case  v.  Ralph,  188 
P.  640,  —  Utah  Sup.  — . 

Where  plaintiff  had  received  a  deed,  knowing  that  her  name 
had  been  inserted  as  grantee  by  a  real  estate  broker  after  the 
deed  had  passed  out  of  the  grantee's  hands,  she  could  not  rest  on 
the  presumption  created  by  Gen.  Stat.  1913,  Sec.  8425,  of  due 
execution  and  delivery,  but  was  required  to  show  that  the  broker 
had  actual  or  apparent  authority  to  insert  her  name.  Hedding 
v.  Schwuble,  177  N.  W.  1099,  —  Minn.  Sup.  — . 

Seo.  829.    Assumpsit. 

An  innocent  vendor  can  not  be  sued  in  tort  for  the  fraud 
of  his  agent  in  effecting  a  sale;  in  such  a  case  the  vendee  may 
rescind  tiie  contract  and  reclaim  the  money  paid,  and  if  not 
repaid  may  sue  the  vendor  in  assumpsit  for  it,  or  he  may  sue 
the  agent  for  the  deceit.  Kennedy  v.  McKay,  43  N.  J.  L.  288 ; 
Volker  v.  Fisk  (N.  J.  Ch.  '09),  72  A.  1011;  Sterling  v.  Bank 
of  Sparta,  136  Wis.  369,  117  N.  W.  798. 

Sec.  630.    Actions  between  principals  and  agents. 

An  action  by  a  broker  for  his  commissions  will  not  lie  until 
it  is  shown  that  he  has  effected  or  contracted  a  sale  of  the 
property;  unsuccessful  efforts,  however  meritorious,  afford  no 
ground  of  action,  he  loses  his  labor  and  effort  which  he  staked 
upon  success;  his  conmiissions  are  based  upon  the  contract 
of  sale.  Viaux  v.  Old  South  Society,  133  Mass.  1,  10 ;  Drury  v. 
Newman,  99  Mass.  256.    See  also  Sec.  563 
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The  recovery  in  an  action  by  a  principal  against  a  broker 
for  fraudulently  representing  that  the  worthless  property  on 
which  the  loan  was  made  was  good  security,  is  not  affected  by 
the  question  whether  he  shared  the  money  with  or  delivered 
any  part  of  it  to  the  pretended  borrower.  Rubens  v.  Merdy 
121  Cal.  17,  53  P.  432. 

One  who  employed  a  broker  to  sell  his  land  can  not  maintain 
an  action  against  the  broker  to  recover  the  balance  of  the  pur- 
chase money  in  the  hands  of  the  latter  until  a  demand,  and 
an  accounting  on  demand,  has  been  made  and  refused.  Oohin 
V.  Phillips,  12  Ind.  App.  629,  40  N.  B.  929 ;  Shepard  v.  Brown, 
9  Jur.  N.  S.  (Eng.)  195,  78  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  499,  11  W.  Rep.  162. 

Where,  in  an  action  against  brokers  who  had  effected  a  sale 
of  plaintiff's  land,  the  parties  alleged  that  defendants  received 
from  the  purchaser  a  sum  of  money  for  the  use  of  plaintiff 
and  retained  it,  refusing  to  pay  it  over,  the  petition  was  not 
insufficient  for  failing  to  allege  that  defendants  were  authorized 
to  collect  the  money.  Harrison  v.  Lakeman,  189  Mo.  581,  88 
S.  W.  53. 

Where  the  property  of  the  principal  is  sold  by  the  broker  on 
terms  not  authorized,  in  an  action  against  the  latter  for  dam- 
ages caused  by  such  sale,  in  the  absence  of  an  allegation  of 
fraud  on  the  part  of  the  agent,  the  principal  must  plead  a 
return  of  the  consideration  to  the  purchaser  or  an  offer  to  do 
so.    Lunn  v.  Outhrie,  115  Iowa,  501,  88  N.  W.  1060. 

Plaintiff  agreed  in  writing  to  convey  lands  to  the  order  of 
the  defendant  for  a  price  named,  and  to  pay  him  a  brokerage 
commission  for  effecting  a  sale  of  it;  the  defendant  sold  the 
land  for  a  sum  larger  than  the  price  named  by  the  plaintiff, 
and  retained  the  difference  himself,  and  charged  the  plaintiff 
his  commissions.  Held,  in  an  action  to  recover  the  difference, 
that  the  plaintiff  should  have  been  permitted  to  show  that  his 
property  had  been  and  was  in  the  hands  of  the  defendant  for 
sale  as  a  broker  on  commission  before  and  at  the  time  of  sign- 
ing the  agreement,  as  well  as  what  representations  were  made 
by  the  defendant  as  to  his  object  in  taking  the  agreement,  and 
its  purposes  so  far  as  he  was  concerned,  as,  if  they  were  of 
the  nature  which  the  plaintiff  offered  to  show,  they  had  a  ten- 
dency to  show  that  the  agreement  was  procured  by  fraud  and 
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mifirepresentation   on   the   part   of   the   defendant.     Bassett   v. 
Rogers,  165  Mass.  377,  43  N.  E.  180. 

Where  separate  owners  of  part  of  an  entire  piece  of  real 
estate  jointly  employed  a  broker  to  sell  the  entire  tract,  an 
action  may  be  maintained  against  them  jointly  on  the  con- 
tract. McOill  V.  Presshj,  62  Ind.  193.  See  also  Sec.  407.  Where 
an  intending  purchaser  of  land,  who  had  paid  a  sum  as  for 
first  money  to  the  broker  employed  to  sell  it,  refused  to  com- 
plete his  contract  of  purchase  and  waived  the  time  within  which 
he  could  complete  it,  and  the  broker  converted  the  sum  paid, 
the  right  of  the  owner  of  the  land  to  sue  the  broker  for  such 
sum  accrued,  though  the  time  for  the  purchaser's  completion 
of  the  contract  had  not  expired.  M.  L.  Chambers  (6  Co.  v. 
Herring  (Tex.  Civ.  App.   '05),  88  S.  W.  371. 

A  broker  under  a  contract  to  procure  a  purchaser  of  real 
estate,  which  stipulated  that  the  owner  was  to  receive  a  speci- 
fied sum  out  of  the  price,  and  that  the  balance  was  to  be  paid 
to  the  broker  as  his  commissions,  does  not  make  out  a  case  for 
the  recovery  of  his  commissions  by  showing  that  he  secured  a 
contract  with  solvent  parties  to  purchase  the  land,  but  must 
show,  either  that  the  owner  received  some  part  of  the  balance 
of  the  price  to  which  the  broker  was  entitled,  or  that  the  par- 
ties who  agreed  to  purchase  were  ready,  able  and  willing  to 
purchase,  and  were  prevented  from  doing  so  by  the  default 
of  the  owner.  Leuns  v.  Briggs,  81  Ark.  96,  98  S.  W.  683.  See 
also  Sec.  535. 

M.  &  W.,  each  claiming  to  have  been  the  procuring  cause 
of  the  sale  of  defendant's  farm,  brought  separate  actions  for 
commissions  against  defendant  in  different  counties;  W.  was 
made  a  party  defendant  to  M.'s  action,  and  filed  an  answer, 
making  it  a  cross-petition  against  defendant,  to  which  defend- 
ant answered  and  M.  filed  a  reply.  Held,  that  W.'s  action 
should  be  dismissed,  and  both  M.  and  W.  should  be  required 
to  interplead  in  the  action  in  which  both  were  parties.  Hop- 
kins V.  Moseley,  31  Ky.  L.  R.  1308,  105  S.  W.  104. 

Where  a  real  estate  agent  employed  by  the  vendor  in  a  sale 
of  land  holds  the  receipt  given  the  purchaser  by  his  principal 
for  money  paid  thereon,  and  afterward  the  sale  is  abandoned 
by  the  vendor  and  the  money  returned  to  the  agent  who  de- 
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livers  up  the  receipt,  he  is  so  far  acting  as  the  agent  of  the 
purchaser  in  the  receipt  of  the  money  that  the  latter  may 
maintain  an  action  against  him  to  recover  it.  Phelps  v.  Brown^ 
95  Cal.  572,  30  P.  774.    See  Sec.  25. 

As  a  result  of  the  confidential  relations  existing  between 
the  parties,  and  the  good  faith  required,  if  an  agent,  being 
authorized  to  sell  land  for  his  principal  at  a  fixed  price,  sells 
it  for  a  higher  price,  he  must  account  to  his  principal  for  the 
excess.  McDonald  v.  Pithian,  1  Gilm.  (111.)  269;  Ziegler  v, 
Hughes,  55  111.  288 ;  Meeker  v.  York,  13  La.  Ann.  18 ;  Bruce  v. 
Davenport,  36  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  349;  Merryman  v.  David,  31  IlL 
404;  Kerfoot  v.  Hyman,  52  111.  512. 

Plaintiff  alleged  that  he  employed  H.  to  find  a  purchaser  for 
a  fami,  and  that  he  found  a  purchaser  for  a  price  which 
included  the  assignment  of  a  note  and  mortgage  executed  by 
S. ;  that  on  the  day  the  sale  was  to  be  completed  the 
purchaser  handed  H.  a  roll  of  money  and  some  papers,  which 
he  falsely  represented  to  be  the  note  and  mortgage  of  S. 
H.  falsely  and  fraudulently  represented  that  it  was  necessary 
for  him  to  retain  the  papers  to  have  the  assignments  recorded, 
which  plaintiff  permitted  him  to  do;  that  the  papers  so  turned 
over  were  not  in  fact  the  note  and  mortgage  of  S.,  but  two 
notes  executed  by  G.,  which  were  outlawed  and  worthless;  that 
as  soon  as  plaintiff  learned  such  fact  he  refused  to  accept  the 
G.  notes  and  demanded  a  return  of  his  deed,  offering  to  return 
the  consideration,  which  was  refused;  and  that  the  purchaser 
and  H.,  both  of  whom  were  made  defendants,  had  conspired 
to  cheat  and  defraud  plaintiff  and  had  agreed  that  the  G.  note 
should  be  substituted  for  the  S.  note,  and  that  H.  should  rep- 
resent that  the  papers  so  turned  over  were  the  papers  agreed 
to  be  received,  etc.,  and  prayed  judgment  for  damages  sustained 
by  reason  of  defendants'  fraudulent  acts  in  the  sum  of  $2,000. 
Held,  that  the  complaint  stated  a  cause  of  action  ex  delicto 
and  not  on  contract.  Prancesi  v.  H(Uch,  117  Wis.  242,  93 
N.  W.  1118. 

A  real  estate  broker  who  takes  an  option  for  the  purchase 
of  property  in  his  own  name,  but  in  reality  for  the  benefit  of 
a  customer  to  whom  he  demands  its  conveyance,  having  him- 
self no  interest  in  the  contract  beyond  a  contingent  commission 
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in  case  the  sale  is  made,  can  not  maintain  a  snit  for  specific 
enforcement  of  the  contract,  under  Rev.  Stat,  of  Idaho,  Sec. 
4090,  which  provides  that  every  action  mnst  be  prosecuted  in 
the  name  of  the  real  party  in  interest,  with  certain  exceptions, 
none  of  which  covers  such  case.  Lawyer  v.  Post,  109  Fed.  512, 
47'  C.  C.  A.  491. 

A  complaint  which  alleges  that  defendant  employed  plain- 
tiff to  procure  within  a  specified  time,  ''an  acceptance  of  a 
certain  application  made  by  defendant  for  a  loan,"  and  that, 
within  the  time,  plaintiff  procured  a  third  person  *'to  accept 
said  application,"  sufficiently  alleges  that  idefendant  was  noti-* 
fied  of  the  acceptance,  though  it  does  not  allege  that  the  de- 
termination of  the  third  person  was  communicated  to  the  de- 
fendant, which  must  be  proved  to  justify  a  recovery.  Morton 
V.  Petit,  117  N.  Y.  S.  364. 

The  broker  described  in  a  contract  for  an  exchange  of  lands, 
which  provides  that  each  party  shall  pay  a  broker's  commission 
of  a  stated  amount,  may  sue  thereon,  though  he  has  not  signed 
it.    Button  V.  Stewart,  135  P.  681,  90  Kan.  602. 

A  broker,  to  recover  commissions  under  contract  entered  into 
in  behalf  of  his  principal,  must  allege  and  prove  either  that  the 
owner  or  purchaser  refused  to  comply,  and  that  the  purchaser 
on  refusal  was  solvent,  or  that  the  question  of  solvency  had  been 
waived.    Harvil  v.  Wilson  Bros.,  74  S.  E.  845,  11  Ga.  App.  156. 

A  complaint,  in  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions  on  a 
sale,  which  alleges  that  plaintiff  contracted  to  act  as  agent,  that 
defendant  should  pay  for  the  services  ten  per  cent,  on  the  sales 
made  through  plaintiff's  agency,  and  that  plaintiff  made  a  sale 
of  real  estate  for  $1,000  and  was  entitled  to  a  ten  per  cent,  com- 
mission, states  a  cause  of  action  for  a  ten  per  cent,  commission 
on  such  sale,  as  against  a  demurrer.  Kupfrain  Park  Co,  v.  Run- 
cie,  96  N.  E.  626,  49  lud.  App.  32. 

That  a  broker,  in  making  a  sale  of  land  on  commission,  for 
which  he  brings  action,  at  the  instance  of  the  owners  procured  a 
loan  on  the  property,  without  which  the  purbhaser  would  not 
buy,  being  a  mere  incident  of  the  sale,  may  be  shown  by  him 
without  being  pleaded  in  the  complaint.  American  Trust  Co.  v. 
Goode,  83  S.  E.  650,  167  N".  C.  338 
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In  a  suit  for  earnest  money  deposited  with  broker  to  bind 
agreement  to  buy  pIainti£Ps  property^  the  depositary  against  whom 
plaintiff  sought  forfeiture,  after  a  money  judgment,  was  not  a 
necessary  party  defendant.  Moloney  v.  Aschaffenburg,  78  S.  761, 
—  La.  Sup.  — . 

Broker  employed  to  sell  property  and  who  closes  agreement  for 
its  sale,  becomes  imder  Bev.  Civil  Code,  art.  3016,  the  agent  of 
both  seller  and  purchaser,  and  where  purchaser  deposits  earnest 
money  seller  can  not  sue  broker  to  recover  it,  without  making 
purchaser  a  party  to  such  suit.    Id. 

Where  plaintiff,  suing  for  procuring  a  lessee,  failed  to  estab- 
lish any  meeting  of  minds  of  defendant  and  lessee  in  making  a 
valid  agreement  on  terms  on  which  plaintiff  testified  defendant's 
agent  authorized  him  to  lease,  plaintiff  failed  to  make  a  cause  of 
action.  Eckstein  v.  Toungs  Mill  Corporation,  173  N.  Y.  Sup. 
354. 

Sec  631.   Oommon  counts. 

Fnder  Burns'  Bev.  Stat.  1901,  Sec.  6629a,  providing  that  no 
contract  for  the  payment  of  any  sxmi  of  money  for  commissions 
for  procuring  by  one  person  of  a  purchaser  of  real  estate  of  an- 
other shall  be  valid  unless  in  writing,  signed  by  the  owner  of  the 
real  estate,  no  recovery  can  be  had  on  the  common  counts  for 
selling  real  estate  under  oral  employment  therefor.  Beahler  v. 
Clark,  32  Ind.  App.  222,  68  K  E.  613. 

Where  there  was  a  special  contract  of  employment  of  brokers 
to  sell  certain  real  property,  they  would  not  be  entitled  to  recover 
for  their  services  on  the  common  counts,  unless  the  agreement 
was  executed  and  completed  on  their  part,  or  they  were  prevented 
from  completing  the  sale  within  the  time  limited  in  the  contract 
for  its  completion.  McOonigai  v.  RougTiley  (Del.  Super.  *06), 
63  A.  801. 

A  real  estate  broker's  commissions  fully  earned  under  an  ex- 
press contract  may  be  recovered  under  the  common  counts,  and 
the  contract  itself  admitted  in  proof  of  the  particulars  of  the 
general  right  so  set  up.  Risley  v.  Beaumont,  71  N.  J.  L.  372, 
69  A.  U5;  Lawrence  v.  Rhodes,  188  111.  96,  58  N.  E.  910;  Tanner 
V.  Clapp,  139  111.  App.  353;  Edwards  Coal  Co.  v.  Kust  d  Ske(- 
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iume,  81  S.  567,  —  Ala.  Sup.  — ;  Morrison  v.  Jackson,  85  S. 
573,  —  Ala.  Sup.  — . 

Proof  in  the  first  instance  that  the  plaintifiEs  were  licensed  real 
estate  brokers  is  unnecessary  to  a  recovery  under  the  common 
counts  for  their  commissions.    Munson  v.  Fenno,  87  111.  App.  655. 


Sec.  632.     Petition — ^Ultimate  facts  to  be  proved  must  be 
pleaded. 

Plaintiff  must  plead  the  idtimate  facts  upon  which  he  relies 
for  a  recovery  else  he  can  not  prove  them.  Burnett  v.  Edling, 
19  Tex.  Civ.  App.  711,  48  S.  W.  775.  To  entitle  him  to  recover 
commissions  on  a  particular  contract  of  employment  he  must 
plead  it.    Armstrong  v.  O'Brien,  83  Tex.  635,  19  S.  W.  268. 

Sec.  632a.    Petitioius  in  actions  to  recover  commissions. 

An  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  for  commissions  will  not  lie 
until  he  has  effected  or  procured  a  sale.  Mueller  v.  Bell  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.  '09),  117  S.  W.  993.  (Compare,  when  employed  to 
procure  at  purchaser.)  Bradley  v.  Bower  (Neb.  Sup.  '04),  99 
N.  W.  490.  And  a  complaint  by  a  real  estate  broker  for  com- 
missions which  alleges  that  defendant  employed  him  to  sell  the 
land  and  agreed  to  pay  him  a  certain  commission  if  he  found  a 
purchaser,  and  that  he  advertised  and  sold  the  land  to  one  who 
paid  the  purchase  money,  and  received  a  deed,  but  that  the  de- 
fendant refused  to  pay  the  broker  his  commissions  is  good  against 
demurrer.  Adams  v.  McLaughlin,  159  Ind.  23,  64  N".  E.  462; 
Lukin  V.  Edlderson,  24  Ind.  App.  645,  67  N.  E.  254;  Cannon  v. 
Casielman,  24  Ind.  App.  188,  55  N".  E.  Ill;  Mullen  v.  Bower, 
22  Ind.  App.  294,  53  N.  E.  790;  WrigJit  v.  Beach,  82  Mich.  460. 
46  N.  W.  673;  Lemon  v.  De  Wolf,  89  Minn.  465,  95  N.  W.  316 
Downey  v.  Turner,  28  N*.  Y.  App.  Div.  491,  51  N".  Y.  S.  lO"^ 
Tariorough  v.  Creager  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '03),  77  S.  W.  645 
Brockenhrow  v.  Stafford  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '03),  76  S.  W.  576. 

A  complaint  for  a  commission  is  sufficient  if  it  states  such 
facts  as  will  inform  the  defendant  of  the  nature  of  the  action, 
and  be  so  explicit  that  a  judgment  thereon  will  bar  another  suit 
for  the  same  cause.  Beineke  v.  Wuegler,  77  Ind.  468 ;  Ackerman 
V.  Bryan,  33  Neb.  515,  50  N.  W.  435. 
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A  complaint  for  a  commission  by  a  broker  employed  to  sell 
lands  must  allege  in  direct  and  positive  terms  that  he  rendered 
the  services  which  resulted  in  the  sale  of  the  property,  or  that 
he  produced  to  the  principal  a  party  ready,  willing  and  able  to 
purchase  said  property  upon  the  terms  named.  Jacobs  v.  Shenon, 
3  Ida.  274,  29  P.  44;  Booth  v.  Moody,  30  Ore.  222,  46  P.  884; 
Sullivan  v.  Milliken,  113  Fed.  93,  51  C.  C.  A.  79;  Kupfrain 
Park  Co.  v.  Runcie,  96  N.  E.  626,  49  Ind.  App.  32;  Olcoii  v. 
McClure,  98  N.  E.  82,  50  Ind.  App.  79;  Ball  v.  DavenpoH,  152 
K  W.  69,  170  Iowa,  33;  Hazen  v.  Ransom,  64  S.  682,  134  La. 
696;  Moore  v.  King,  178  S.  W.  124,  —  Mo.  Sup.  — ;  Shoher  v. 
Blackford,  127  P.  329,  46  Mont.  194 ;  Hevia  v.  Wheelock,  148  K 
T.  Sup.  165,  162  App.  Div.  759;  Shelton  v.  Cain,  136  S.  W.  1155, 
—  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ;  Lilly  v.  Teary,  152  S.  W.  823;  Levy  v. 
Dunken  Realty  Co.,  179  S.  W.  699,  den.  re.,  178  S.  W.  984,  — 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ;  Fleming  v.  Maxwell,  117  N.  E.  210,  —  Ind. 
Sup.  — ;  Woolley  v.  Baichelder,  169  P.  408,  —  Cal.  App.  — ; 
(ribbons  v.  Monongdhela  Riv.  Con.  Coal  &  Coke  Co.,  68  Pa.  Super. 
Ct.  232;  ^ebb  v.  Harding,  211  S.  W.  927,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ; 
Lackey  v.  Daniels,  102  S.  E.  902,  —  Qa.  App.  — . 

A  petition  by  real  estate  brokers  to  recover  commissions,  which 
alleged  that  defendants  requested  them  to  assist  in  trading  land, 
and  agreed  to  pay  plaintiffs  a  reasonable  commission,  and  that 
plaintiff  performed  services  which  were  reasonably  worth  a  stated 
sum,  declares  on  a  qtmnium  meruit.  Stanley  v.  Whitlow,  168  S. 
W.  840,  181  Mo.  App.  461. 

Where  a  commission  is  due  a  broker  on  a  sale  of  land,  and  he 
foregoes  it  as  consideration  on  an  agreement  to  allow  him  to  sell 
other  land,  on  default  of  his  principal  on  the  second  agreement, 
it  is  not  necessary  to  plead  rescission  of  the  second  contract  to 
recover  the  consideration,  where  he  had  received  nothing  there- 
under, the  bringing  of  the  action  being  sufficient  allegation. 
Shapiro  v.  Benenson,  167  K  Y.  Sup.  1004,  181  App.  Div.  19. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  by  broker  employed  to  find  a 
purchaser  for  property,  complaint  which  does  not  allege  consum* 
mation  of  sale  must  allege  notification  of  principal  that  pur- 
chaser was  found.    Morris  v.  Clark,  80  S.  406,  —  Ala.  Sup.  — . 

Bealty  brokers  to  have  cause  of  action  for  commission  on  sale 
of  land  were  required  to  procure  a  purchaser  ready,  able  and  will- 
ing to  pay  promised  price  provided  in  broker's  contract  with 
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sellers,  and  then  allege  fact  in  direct  and  precise  terms.    Mer- 
holey  V.  Fish,  178  P.  946,  —  Cal.  Sup.  — . 

If  the  complaint  alleges  that  the  defendant  refused  to  con- 
snmmate  the  sale,  it  must  also  allege  that  the  customer  was  able, 
ready  and  willing  to  buy  the  property  on  the  terms  proposed  by 
the  principal,  or  it  is  fatally  defective  on  demurrer.  Sayre  v. 
Wilson,  86  Ala.  151,  6  S.  167;  Reardon  v.  Washburn,  69  111. 
App.  161;  Newton  v.  Donnelly,  9  Ind.  App.  359,  36  N.  E.  769; 
Brown  y.  Russell,  221  S.  W.  791,  —  Mo.  App.  — • 

Sec.  632b.    When  right  of  action  for  oonimiigiong  accniea  to 
abniker. 

A  petition  by  a  broker  for  conmiissions  for  effecting  a  sale  or 
exchange  of  property  must  allege  a  contract  of  employment,  and 
a  demurrer  was  sustained  by  reason  of  its  failing  to  do  so.  Toole 
V.  Boer,  91  Ga.  113,  16  S.  E.  378;  Fenwick  v.  WatJcins,  26  Ky. 
L.  B.  1962,  79  S.  W.  214.  The  petition  may  properly  set  forth 
the  agreement  between  the  owner  and  the  purchaser  settling  the 
matter  arising  out  of  the  owner's  failure  to  sell,  as  showing  an 
insistence  by  the  proposed  purchaser  on  his  right  to  purchase. 
Wilson  V.  Clark,  79  S.  W.  649,  35  Tex.  Civ.  App.  92.  Where  a 
petition  by  a  broker  employed  to  secure  a  loan  does  not  allege 
that  the  transaction  was  consummated,  it  must  allege  that  plain- 
tiff notified  the  defendant  that  a  lender  was  found.  McLaughlin 
V.  Whiton,  76  N.  Y.  S.  1006,  37  Misc.  838;  Penter  v.  Staight, 
1  Wash.  366,  26  P.  469.  Where  plantiff  was  to  receive  $1,600 
for  furnishing  a  $26,000  cash  purchaser,  and  furnished  one  who 
purchased  at  $20,000  cash,  he  can  not  recover  proportionate  com- 
missions on  the  lesser  sum,  or  what  his  services  are  reasonably 
worth,  when  he  does  not  declare  on  a  quantum  meruit  Steinfeld 
V.  Storm,  63  N.  Y.  S.  966,  31  Misc.  167. 

Sec  682c.   In  action  for  division  of  commiBsion,  broker,  with- 
out agreement,  could  not  enforce  payment 

Where  in  an  exchange  of  real  estate  the  owners  paicf  commis- 
sions to  the  brokers  with  whom  each  dealt,  but  the  brokers  dis- 
puted the  division  of  the  amount,  and  an  action  between  them 
was  brought  to  determine  to  whom  the  commission  should  ulti- 
mately go,  one  broker,  in  the  absence  of  agreement,  could  not 
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enforce  payment  to  him  of  the  commissions  which  the  owner  had 
made.    Clark  v.  CouHier,  117  N.  E.  720,  280  111.  690. 

Sec.  632d.  Broker  entitled  to  recover  coBunission  for  loan 
when  he  shows  he  procured  person  able  and  willing  toi 
lend. 

In  an  action  hy  a  broker  for  commissions  for  placing  a  mort- 
gage, it  is  sufiBcient  to  show  a  request  for  the  service  and  a  tender 
to  prove  complete  performance,  if  he  shows  that  he  procured  a 
person  who  was  able  and  willing  to  loan.  Welch  v.  Dakin,  68 
Pa.  Super.  Ct.  361. 

Sec.  632e.  Petition  failing  to  show  broker  procured  pur- 
chaser able,  etc.,  or  breach  by  seller,  subject  to  demurrsr. 

In  a  suit  for  commissions  on  a  sale  of  land,  a  petition  failing 
to  disclose  that  plaintiff  procured  a  purchaser  ready,  able  and 
willing  to  buy,  or  that  defendant  interfered  with  the  sale,  or  de- 
layed its  consxmimation  until  after  the  expiration  of  contract,  is 
subject  to  general  demurrer,  notwithstanding  an  allegation  that 
immediately  after  the  contract  expired  defendant  sold  the  prop- 
erty to  one  who  had  been  negotiating  with  plaintiff,  in  view  of 
Civil  Code  1910,  Sec.  3687.  Price  v.  Cook,  99  S.  E.  47,  —  Ga. 
App.  — . 


Sec.  633.    Petition  alleging  failure  to  exchange  defectiye  in 
alleging  contract  for  purchaser,  no  breach. 

Where  a  petition  alleged  a  failure  of  the  defendant  to  make 
an  exchange  of  property  procured  by  the  plaintiff,  it  was  held 
defective  in  alleging  a  contract  to  procure  a  purchaser,  with  an 
implied  contract  to  pay  a  reasonable  value  of  the  services;  conse- 
quently there  was  no  breach  of  contract  for  which  the  defendant 
was  liable  in  damages  to  the  plaintiff,  and  a  demurrer  was  prop- 
erly sustained.  Mulhall  v.  Bradley,  63  N.  Y.  S.  782,  60  App. 
Div.  179. 


Sec.  633a.    In  action  between  brokers,  facts  which  stated  a 
cause  of  action. 

A  petition  alleging  that  plaintiff  became  associated  with  de- 
fendant firm  as  a  real  estate  broker,  with  an  agreement  that  he 
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should  receive  all  commissions  earned  by  the  firm  on  properly 
procured  by  him ;  that  he  listed  with  such  firm  property  previously 
listed  with  him  individually  upon  an  agreement  for  a  certain 
commission;  that  he  brought  the  owner  thereof  to  the  firm's  of- 
fice, and  that  thereafter  defendant  firm  purchased  the  land  for 
themselves  individually,  without  the  consent  of  plaintiff,  with  an 
agreement  that  the  vendor  should  pay  no  commission,  and  that 
plaintiff  had  never  waived  his  right  to  a  commission,  states  a 
cause  of  action.  Bums  v.  Bussell  Bros.,  146  S.  W.  707,  —  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  — . 

See.  634.    Petitian  alleging  sales  to  persons  defective  for  fail- 
ure to  give  names,  etc. 

A  petition  by  an  agent  to  sell  land  to  recover  damages  for 
refusal  of  the  owner  to  execute  deeds  to  purchasers,  which  al- 
leges a  contract  by  him  to  various  persons  who  were  ready  and 
able  to  buy  the  lands  on  the  terms  agreed  on  between  him  and 
the  defendant,  is  defective  for  failure  to  allege  the  names  of 
such  purchasers,  the  quantity  of  land  agreed  to  be  sold  to  each 
of  them  and  the  price.  Burnett  v.  Edling,  19  Tex.  Civ.  App.  711, 
48  S.  W.  775. 


See.  635.  Petition  alleging  deed  of  trust  defendant  refused  to 
release  defeating  sale,  not  defective. 

A  petition  which  alleged  that  the  sale  failed  because  of  an 
unsatisfied  deed  of  trust  on  the  property,  which  the  defendant 
failed  to  release  or  have  cancelled,  is  not  defective  in  failing  to 
allege  that  the  deed  was  a  lien  on  the  property,  or  that  de- 
fendant refused  to  consummate  the  sale.  Gerhard  v.  Peck,  42 
Mo.  App.  644. 

See.  636a.  Complaint  not  objectionable  for  failing  to  show 
that  plaintiff  found  a  purchaser  on  terms  offered  by  mort- 
gagee. 

A  complaint  alleged  that  a  mortgage  foreclosure  on  land  was 
compromised  by  the  mortgagor  conveying  his  title  to  thp  mort- 
gagee, and  in  consideration  the  mortgagee  delivered  a  contract 
giving  the  mortgagor  the  exclusive  sale  of  the  mortgaged  prop- 
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erty,  and  that  should  he  succeed  in  selling  at  more  than  the 
amount  due  the  mortgagee^  the  excess  should  be  retained  as 
commissions;  that  the  mortgagor  assigned  to  plaintiffs  his  inter- 
est in  the  contract;  that  plaintiffs  sold  the  property  and  tendered 
to  the  mortgagee  the  amount  due  it,  and  that  plaintiffs  were  at 
all  times  willing  to  perform,  and  had  performed  all  the  condi- 
tions of  the  contract,  is  not  subject  to  the  objection  that  it  fails 
to  allege  that  plaintiffs  found  a  purchaser  on  the  terms  offered 
by  the  mortgagee,  and  clearly  shows  that  a  sale  was  made  so  as 
to  secure  the  mortgagee  all  it  could  claim  under  the  contract. 
Chatfield  v.  Continental  B.  &  L.  Ass'n,  6  Cal.  App.  665,  9%  P. 
1040. 

Sec.  636.    Petition  that  broker  was  to  have  all  over  a  certain 
sum,  not  breached  by  owner  selling  at  net  price. 

Where  a  petition  alleged  that  plaintiffs  were  employed  to  sell 
defendant's  land,  that  they  were  to  have  all  they  could  obtain 
for  it  over  a  certain  sum,  and  that  they  offered  it  to  one  who  pur- 
chased it  of  defendant  for  that  sum,  they  could  not  recover  the 
reasonable  value  of  their  services  on  an  implied  contract  on  the 
ground  that  the  defendant  had  accepted  the  benefit  of  their  ser- 
vices; and  plaintiffs  could  not  recover  of  defendant  for  breach 
of  an  agreement  that  he  would  ask  the  sum  fixed  by  the  brokers 
of  any  customer  who  came  to  him,  where  the  complaint  did  not 
allege  such  a  contract.  Ames  v.  Lamont,  107  Wis.  531,  83  N.  W. 
780. 

Sec.  636a.    When  proper  to  withdraw  ease  from  the  jury  and 
enter  a  judgment  of  dismissal. 

Where  it  appears  from  the  record  that  counsel  for  plaintiff,  in 
the  statement  of  the  case  to  the  jury,  stated  in  detail  all  the  evi- 
dence that  plaintiff  proposed  to  offer  in  support  of  the  allegations 
in  his  petition,  and  where  it  further  appears  that  after  the  suffi- 
ciency of  his  statement  was  challenged,  he  was  given  full  and  fair 
opportunity  to  explain  and  qualify  his  statement,  and  make  such 
additions  thereto  as,  in  his  opinion,  the  proofs  at  his  command 
would  establish,  and  with  such  explanation  and  qualification  as 
counsel  desire  to  make,  it  is  still  apparent  that  the  facts  proposed 
to  be  proven  would  not  sustain  the  essential  averment  of  the  peti- 
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tioDy  and  would  not  authorize  a  verdict  and  judgment  for  plaintiff^ 
it  is  the  duty  of  the  trial  court  to  sustain  a  motion  to  withdraw 
the  case  from  the  jury  and  enter  a  judgment  dismissing  plain- 
tiff's petition  and  for  costs.    Cornell  v.  Morrison,  87  0.  S.  215. 

See.  6S7.   Petition  dedaring  on  express  contract^  on  failure  to 
prove  may  recoyer  on  promise  to  pay  certain  per  cent. 

Although  the  plaintiff  declared  on  an  express  contract  to  pay 
him  all  that  he  could  sell  a  tract  of  land  for  over  a  certain  sum, 
he  may  recover  on  the  further  allegation  of  an  express  promise 
of  defendant  to  pay  him  a  certain  percentage  commission,  where 
the  broker  said  he  was  in  the  habit  of  receiving  five  per  cent, 
commission  on  sales,  to  which  the  defendant  did  not  dissent. 
Armstrong  v.  Cleveland,  32  Tex.  Civ.  App.  482,  74  S.  W.  789; 
Bab  V.  Hirschhein,  12  N.  Y.  S.  730. 

Sec.  637a.    Necessary  allegations  and  proof  to  enable  broker 
to  recover  commissions  for  effecting  a  sale  or  exchange. 

Under  a  written  agreement  of  a  land  owner  to  pay  a  broker 
a  certain  sum  if  he  would  send  or  cause  to  be  sent  to  the  land 
owner  a  person  with  whom  the  latter  '^may  see  fit  and  proper 
to  effect  a  sale  or  exchange'^  of  the  land,  the  broker  can  not  re- 
cover the  sum  stipulated,  without  proof  of  a  sale  or  exchange 
of  the  land;  nor  on  a  qttantum  meruit  for  services  in  negotiating 
for  such  a  sale  or  exchange,  without  proof  that  such  negotiations 
were  rendered  fruitless  by  the  fault  of  the  land  owner.  Walker 
V.  Terrill,  101  Mass.  257. 

Sec.  637b.    Petition  sufficiently  setting  out  contract  with  firm 
of  real  estate  brokers  to  sell  land. 

The  petition  of  C,  K.  &  B.  alleging  that  plaintiffs  are  a  real 
estate  firm,  that  defendant  placed  land  in  the  hands  of  C.  &  K. 
to  sell,  and  agreed  to  pay  them  a  commission  for  selling  it,  that 
they  sold  it,  and  that  after  the  contract  between  defendant  and 
C.  &  K.  was  made,  C.  &  K.  formed  a  partnership  with  B.  and  he 
thereby  became  interested  in  said  contract,  sufficiently  charges, 
as  against  the  claim  of  variance,  that  defendant  contracted  with 
C.  ft  K.  as  partners.  CooJe  v.  Piatt,  126  Mo.  App.  553,  104  S. 
W.  1131.    Compare  Sec.  37.    Mechem  on  Ag.,  Sec.  221. 
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Sec.  638.  Petition,  plaintiff  can  not  recover  on  proof  of  con- 
tract substituted  for  that  sued  on. 

Plaintiff  can  not  recover  on  proof  of  a  contract  other  than 
that  declared  on.  Daley  v.  Buss,  86  Cal.  114,  24  P.  867;  Kii- 
man  v.  Oarrison,  122  Iowa,  215,  97  N.  W.  1078;  Jones  v.  Pen- 
dleton, 134  Mich.  460,  96  N.  W.  574;  Brady  v.  Bamett,  34  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  433,  78  S.  W.  965. 

Sec.  639.  Petition,  failing  to  prove  agreed  compensation,  re- 
covery of  reasonable  value  may  be  had. 

It  has  been  held  on  a  petition  to  recover  an  alleged  agreed 
compensation  for  services  as  broker,  a  recovery  may  be  had  on 
proof  of  the  reasonable  value  of  the  services,  and  the  variance 
may  be  disregarded  unless  it  appears  that  defendant  was  misled. 
Susdorf  V.  Schmidt,  65  N".  T.  319.    Compare  Sec.  587. 

Sec.  640.  Petition  alleging  plaintiff  acted  as  broker,  secured 
purchaser,  defendant  refused  deed,  good  against  demur- 
rer. 

A  complaint  alleged  that  plaintiff  acted  as  broker  for  defend- 
ant and  secured  a  purchaser  for  his  land,  but  that  defendant  re- 
fused to  make  a  deed  therefor,  and  that  plaintiff  vras  entitled  to 
his  commissions.  Held,  to  show  a  cause  of  action  and  to  be 
good  on  demurrer  for  the  want  of  facts.  Beincke  v.  Weugler,  77 
Ind.  468;  Long  v.  Thompson,  73  Kan.  76,  84  P.  552;  Yoder  v. 
Bandol,  16  Okl.  308,  83  P.  537,  3  L.  E.  A.  576;  Bempel  v.  Hop- 
Tcins,  101  Minn.  3,  111  N.  W.  385;  Ackermun  v.  Bryan,  33  Neb. 
515,  55  K  W.  435;  Boss  v.  Carr  (N.  M.  Sup.  '09),  103  P.  307; 
Harshmun  v.  Mercer,  109  A.  437,  —  Md.  Sup.  — . 

Sec.  640a.  Petition  for  commissions  not  demurrable  for  fail- 
ing to  allege  customer  was  ready,  able  and  willing  to 
purchase. 

In  an  action  by  brokers  on  a  contract  whereby  they  agreed  to 
procure  for  defendant  a  customer  for  her  property  at  a  specified 
price,  a  complaint  alleging  a  compliance  with  the  contract  by 
plaintiffs  was  not  demurrable  for  failing  to  allege  that  the  cus- 
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tomer  was  ready,  able  and  willing  to  pay  for  the  property.  Luns- 
ford  v.  Bailey,  142  Ala.  319,  38  S.  362 ;  Keinath,  Schuster  &  Hud- 
son V.  Reed,  137  P.  841,  18  N.  M.  358. 

A  complaint  pleading  employment  as  a  broker  to  sell  land 
for  a  commission  on  amoimt  collected  by  him  from  purchasers, 
under  agreement  that  defendant  should  give  at  least  one  week's 
notice  in  writing  to  plaintiff  of  defendant's  intention  to  cancel 
any  contract  procured  by  him  for  default  by  purchasers,  and 
alleging  cancellation  without  notice  to  him,  of  contracts  pro- 
cured by  him,  and  claiming  as  damages  the  percentage  which 
he  would  have  received  on  payment  by  the  purchasers  of  the  un- 
paid instalments,  etc.,  is  sufiScient  as  against  demurrer,  though  it 
fails  to  allege  the  financial  ability  of  the  purchasers  to  pay  the 
impaid  instalments.  Benequit  v.  N.  Y.  4c  N.  J,  Real  Estate  Imp, 
Co.,  133  N.  Y.  Sup.  226,  148  App.  Div.  628. 

Where  it  is  alleged  that  the  seller  actually  sold  the  premises 
to  a  purchaser  with  whom  the  broker  was  negotiating  upon  the 
specified  terms,  it  is  not  necessary  to  allege  that  the  proposed 
purchaser  was  ready,  able  and  willing  to  buy.  Williams  v.  At- 
Jcinson,  214  S.  W.  504,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

Sec.  641.    Petition,  on  contract  to  pay  if  sale  made  by  owner, 
agent  may  recover  without  showing  performance. 

Defendant  made  complainant  his  agent  to  sell  certain  lands, 
the  agency  to  continue  for  six  months,  unless  sooner  terminated 
by  a  sale;  defendant  reserved  the  right  to  sell  the  land  him- 
self, in  which  case  plaintiff  was  to  receive  the  same  fee  as  if  he 
had  sold  it;  within  seventeen  days  after  making  the  contract  de- 
fendant sold  the  land  and  plaintiff  sued  for  his  fees.  Held,  that 
the  plaintiff  need  not  expressly  allege  that  he  had  performed  the 
contract  on  his  part.  Singleton  v.  O'Blevis,  125  Ind.  151.  Com- 
pare Wolff  V.  DemhosJcy,  74  N.  Y.  S.  465,  36  Misc.  643,  66  A.  D. 
428.    See  Sec.  948. 

Sec.  641a.    Broker's  action  for  commission  for  breach  of  de- 
fendlant's  contract  therefor  did  not  need  to  allege  fraud. 

Realty  brokers^  petition  based  on  violation  of  defendant's  con- 
tract to  pay  commission,  and  not  upon  fraud  of  defendant  in 


604  AMEBICAN  LAW  BEAL  ESTATE  AGENCY. 

therefore  demurrable.  Iowa  Land  Co.  v.  Schoenewe  (Iowa  Sup. 
'05),  102  N.  W.  817.    See  also  See.  16. 

A  complaint  in  a  broker's  action  alleging  that,  at  the  instance 
of  defendant,  he,  plaintiff,  employed  a  title  company,  whose  ser- 
vices were  worth  $3,500,  for  which  plaintiff  was  responsible,  was 
demurrable  for  not  alleging  performance  of  the  services  by  such 
company.  Hevia  v.  Wheelock,  148  N.  Y.  Sup.  165,  162  App. 
Div.  759. 

In  a  broker's  action  for  commissions  for  procuring  buyer  for 
real  estate,  petition  alleging  exclusive  right  by  broker  to  sell 
property  until  certain  date,  and  sale  by  owner  subsequently  as 
such  to  purchaser  procured  by  broker,  but  fails  to  allege  that  pur- 
chaser was  procured  by  broker  within  the  period  during  which 
he  had  exclusive  right  to  sell,  failed  to  state  a  cause  of  action. 
Auherman  v.  Brewer,  209  S.  W.  261,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

Sec.  644.    Petition  alleging  notice  of  double  employment  and 
defendant  consented,  not  demurrable. 

Where,  in  an  action  on  a  broker's  contract  for  the  sale  of 
real  estate,  he  alleged  that  after  undertaking  the  sale  for  de- 
fendant he  reported  to  him  that  he  had  a  purchaser  who  had 
offered  him  $5,000  in  cash  to  bring  about  the  purchase,  and 
that  defendant  assented  to  plaintiff's  acceptance  of  the  joint 
employment  and  stated  that  it  would  in  no  wise  interfere 
with  their  contract,  the  petition  was  not  demurrable  as  show- 
ing a  forfeiture  of  plaintiff's  right  by  his  acceptance  of  an 
inconsistent  employment.  Shropshire  v.  Adams,  40  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  339,  89  S.  W.  448. 

A  petition  to  recover  broker's  commissions  which  shows  that 
plaintiff  acted  for  both  parties  is  demurrable,  unless  it  also  al- 
leges that  the  dual  relationship  was  known  and  assented  to  by 
both.    SJcirvin  v.  Gardner,  129  P.  729,  36  Okl.  613. 

Sec.  645.    Petition  which  alleged  bringing  parties  into  toudi, 
etc.,  insuflSdent. 

A  petition  praying  for  judgment  for  $2,000,  alleged  that  de- 
fendant, being  the  owner  of  land,  employed  plaintiff,  agreeing 
to  pay  him  all  over  4,000  that  could  be  realized  in  a  sale  of  the 
land;  that  plaintiff  rendered  services  in  looking  up  and  bringing 
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in  toncli  with  defendant  on  the  proposition  of  a  sale  of  the  land^ 
which  thereafter  was  consommated  for  $6^000  cash.  Held,  in- 
sufficient in  not  alleging  what  plaintiff  was  employed  by  defendant 
to  do,  or  that  he  either  effected  a  sale,  or  that  it  resulted  from 
any  services  nnder  his  employment.  Fenwick  v.  WaiJcins,  25  Ky. 
L.  E.  1962,  79  S.  W.  214. 

A  complaint  in  a  broker's  action  which  alleged  that  the  prop- 
erty owner  had  agreed  to  pay  plaintiff  $4,500  for  effecting  an 
exchange,  which  he  was  prevented  from  earning  by  defendant's 
refusing  to  convey,  stated  no  cause  of  action  against  defendant. 
Hevia  v.  Wheeloci,  148  N.  T.  Sup.  165,  162  App.  Div.  769. 

8eo.  646.    Petition  alleging  services  which  defendant  accept- 
ed, good  by  promise  to  pay. 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  agent  to  recover  commissions 
for  selling  property,  an  allegation  in  the  petition  that  the  ser- 
vices were  performed  "for  the  defendant  with  his  consent," 
and  that  he  accepted  the  services  and  consummated  the  trade, 
is  not  sufficient  to  raise  an  implied  promise  to  pay  for  the  ser- 
vices, and  the  petition  would  not  be  good  but  for  the  allegation 
of  an  express  promise  to  pay.  VUey  v.  Pettit,  96  Ky.  576,  16 
Ky.  L.  R.  286,  650,  29  S.  W.  438. 

Sec.  647.  Petition  failing  to  show  written  contract,  alleged 
benefits  to  defendant  immaterial. 
Where  a  petition,  in  an  action  by  a  real  estate  agent  to 
recover  commissions,  fails  to  show  a  written  contract  as  re- 
quired by  statute,  the  fact  that  the  plaintiff  alleges  that  de- 
fendant received  the  benefit  of  his  services  and  therefore  can 
not  be  relieved  of  his  liability  to  pay  for  the  same,  is  imma- 
terial. Covey  V.  Henry,  71  Neb.  118,  98  N.  W.  434;  Smith  v. 
Atatz,  78  Neb.  453,  110  N.  W.  1015. 

Sec.  648.    Petition  setting  forth  incomplete  copies  of  unsigned 
letters  as  contract  demurrable. 
Where  a  petition  sets  forth  letters  alleged  to  have  been  writ- 
ten to  the  parties,  and  to  have  created  the  necessary  written 
contract  between  the  owner  of  the  land  and  the  broker,  but 
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does  not  purport  to  give  full  copies,  and  neither  is  there  any 
allegation  that  the  letters  were  signed,  the  petition  is  subject 
to  demurrer.  David  Bradley  v.  Bower  (Neb.  Supreme  '04),  99 
N".  W.  490.    See  Sec.  1079. 

Sec.  649.    Petition  for  commiflBioiui  on  passixig  of  title  defee- 
tive  in  not  showing  acts  or  omissions  of  defendant. 

A  complaint  for  broker's  commissions  under  a  contract  where-, 
by  defendant  agreed  that  in  censideration  of  plaintiff's  pro- 
curing a  contract  to  be  made  with  E.  for  the  purchase  of  cer- 
tain land  of  defendant,  plaintiff  should  receive  a  commission 
in  the  event  of  the  closing  of  title,  and  only  in  the  event  that 
title  should  pass,  except  for  default  of  defendant,  is  insuffi- 
cient in  alleging  only  that  plaintiff  procured  a  contract  for  the 
purchase  of  land  to  be  executed  by  defendant  and  E.,  and  that 
because  of  the  default  of  defendant  the  premises  were  not  con- 
veyed; it  should  show  that  E.  was  ready  to  take  title  to  the 
premises,  and  at  the  time  provided  in  the  contract,  and  the 
particular  acts  or  omissions  of  defendant  which  prevented  the 
passing  of  the  title.  Davis  v.  Sxlverman,  90  N.  Y.  S.  589,  98 
App.  Div.  305. 

In  an  action  for  commission  on  a  sale  which  failed  because  of 
refusal  of  title,  the  averred  defects  in  the  title  must  be  more 
specifically  shown,  and  plaintiff  must  allege  in  what  respects  the 
abstract  is  defective.  Cunningham  v.  Friendly,  140  P.  989,  70 
Or.  222,  den.  re.,  139  P.  928,  70  Or.  222. 

In  an  action  by  client  against  broker,  who  had  acted  as  such 
in  certain  matters,  a  complaint  concerning  a  real  estate  deal 
which  does  not  state  that  defendant  acted  for  plaintiff  in  the 
transaction  complained  of,  states  no  cause  of  action.  Farrell  v. 
Archihold,  166  N.  Y.  Sup.  1073. 

Wliere  a  broker's  complaint  alleged  that  commissions  were  to 
be  earned  on  the  passing  of  title,  as  agreed,  but  failed  to  allege 
that  the  title  ever  passed,  or  if  it  failed  to  pass  by  reason  of  any 
fault  on  defendant's  part,  it  was  demurrable.  John  Beis  Co.  v. 
Zimmerli,  140  N.  Y.  Sup.  3,  155  App.  Div.  260. 
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8ea  640a.    Petition  which  failed  to  state  oaiue  of  action. 

A  contract  between  the  owner  of  real  estate  and  a  broker 
provided  that  on  a  sale  under  a  certain  option,  which  had  been 
given,  a  commission  should  be  paid  to  the  broker,  of  which  one- 
third  should  be  taken  from  the  cash  portion  of  the  price,  con- 
templates an  actual  sale,  and  a  petition  showing  an  agreement 
to  buy  and  sell,  subject  to  a  deposit  of  '^earnest''  by  the  pro- 
posed buyer,  but  which  fails  to  allege  that  a  sale  has  been  made, 
or  that  the  customer  is  willing  to  comply  with  his  agreement  to 
buy  declares  no  cause  of  action.  Ja/rdy  v.  Salmon  Brick  &  Lum- 
her  Co.,  121  La.  457,  46  S.  672. 


Sec.  649b.    Broker's  failure  to  state  performance  of  contract 
stated  no  cause  of  action. 

In  an  action  to  recover  broker's  commission,  plaintiff  alleged 
that  he  was  employed  to  find  a  purchaser  for  the  lease,  furniture 
and  good  will  of  a  hotel  for  the  sum  of  $16,000,  for  a  commission 
of  5%  on  the  gross  amount  of  the  sale,  and  that  plaintiff  intro- 
duced to  defendant,  as  a  prospective  purchaser,  a  party  who,  in 
consequence  of  such  introduction  to  defendant,  purchased  said 
property  for  the  sum  of  $13,500.  Held,  that  the  allegations 
failed  to  apply  facts  showing  performance  of  the  contract  of  em- 
ployment, and  stated  no  cause  of  action.  Ward  v.  FriU,  129 
N.  Y.  Sup.  399. 

Sec.  660.    Petition  for  procuring  tenant  who  purchased,  bad 
for  not  alleging  employment  to  make  sale. 

A  complaint,  in  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions  for 
procuring  a  purchaser  for  real  estate,  alleged  that  he  procured 
a  tenant  for  defendant  for  certain  premises ;  that  a  lease  for  a 
specific  number  of  years  was  executed,  which  reserved  to  the 
tenant  the  privilege  of  purchasing  the  premises  for  a  speci- 
fied sum  at  any  time  within  a  specified  period;  that  before  the 
expiration  of  the  period  he  induced  the  tenant  to  consummate 
the  purchase,  and  that  he  demanded  as  his  conmiissions  a  speci- 
fied sum,  which  defendant  refused  to  pay,  was  bad  for  failure 
to  allege  the  emplojrment  of  the  broker  to  effect  a  sale.  Morris 
V.  Poundi,  99  N.  Y.  S.  844,  51  Misc.  6 ;  Wefel  v.  Stillman,  151 
Ala.  249,  44  S.  203. 
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Sec.  650a.    Complaint  defective  for  failure  to  properly  state 
contract  of  employment. 

Complaint  alleging  that  defendant  and  a  third  party,  through 
efforts  of  plaintiff  as  broker,  entered  into  a  written  agreement  for 
exchange  of  certain  property,  as  shown  in  the  annexed  copy,  in 
which  defendant  agreed  to  pay  plaintiff  a  certain  sum  as  broker, 
was  not  an  allegation  of  defendant's  employment.  Costa  ▼. 
Schetz,  175  N.  Y.  Sup.  476. 


Sec.  651.    Petition  alleging  agreement  to  pay  all  over  a  cer- 
tain mm  as  commiasionfl  on  sale  is  sufficient. 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker,  the  plaintiff  alleged  that 
defendant  employed  him  to  obtain  for  defendant  a  purchaser 
for  a  certain  piece  of  property,  agreeing  with  plaintiff  that  he 
should  be  paid  for  his  services  all  of  the  purchase  price  above 
a  certain  sum.  Held,  sufficient  in  the  averment  of  the  employ- 
ment of  plaintiff.  Stephens  v.  BaUey,  149  Ala.  266,  42  S.  740; 
Weitbroc  v.  Morris,  163  P.  1119,  —  Colo.  Sup.  — . 

8eo.  662.    Petition  for  commissions  for  selling  bonds  defec- 
tive^ should  aver  evil  repute  rendered  sales  impossible. 

Plaintiff  sued  to  recover  commissions  for  selling  bonds  in 
Germany;  the  plaintiff  alleged  that  the  sale  was  not  completed 
because  the  prospectus  furnished  by  defendant  contained  false 
statements;  that  one  defendant  sent  to  Germany  with  plain- 
tiff by  the  defendants  had  such  an  evil  reputation  that  it  pre- 
vented the  sale ;  and  that  defendants  recalled  plaintiff  before  he 
had  reasonable  opportunity  to  complete  the  sales.  Held,  to 
state  no  cause  of  action  for  failing  to  show  that  performance 
was  impossible  because  of  the  bad  repute  of  one  of  the  de- 
fendants, that  being  a  risk  which  was  assumed  by  plaintiff. 
Lenkel  v.  Mitchell,  106  N.  Y.  S.  549,  65  Misc.  395. 

Sec.  6S3.    Petition  for  commissions  ont  of  last  cash  payment 
must  aver  such  pajrment. 

Where  a  broker's  contract  for  commissions  provided  that  the 
amount  sued  for  was  payable  out  of  the  last  cash  payment, 
such  payment  constituted  a  condition  precedent  to  any  liability 
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on  defendant's  part  to  pay  such  amount  to  plaintiff;  and  hence 
an  allegation  in  plaintifPs  complaint  that  the  sum  sued  for 
'^became  due"  on  a  given  date  was  not  a  suflBcient  allegation 
that  the  condition  precedent  had  happened.  NeJcarda  v.  Pres- 
lerger,  107  N.  T.  S.  897,  123  App.  Diy.  418. 

Sec.  663a.    Petition  for  commission  ftrom  funds  collected  must 
aver  same  was  adequate  for  the  purpose. 

A  promise  to  pay  a  broker  commission  out  of  a  specified  fund 
to  be  collected  by  him  is  enforceable  only  on  allegation  and  proof 
that  the  fund  named  is  adequate  for  the  payment  demanded. 
Columbia  Realty  Inv.  Co.  v.  Alameda  Land  Co,,  168  P.  64,  re. 
den..  Id.  440,  —  Or.  Sup.  — . 


Sec.  664.    Petition  not  alleging  agreement  stated  was  made 
does  not  state  a  cause  of  action. 

Plaintiff  sued  to  recover  commissions  for  effecting  an  ex* 
change  of  property;  the  contract  provided  that  the  property 
conveyed  by  one  of  the  parties  was  to  be  subject  to  a  mort- 
gage as  by  agreement  to  be  made  between  the  parties ;  there  was 
no  allegation  that  such  agreement  was  ever  made,  or  that  there 
was  ever  an  actual  conveyance.  Held,  that  the  complaint  did 
not  state  a  cause  of  action.  Kahn  v.  Verschleiser,  109  N.  Y.  S. 
663,  57  Misc.  381. 


Sec.  666.    Petition  asking  judgment  for  excess  over  net  price, 
on  refusal  to  sell,  demurrable. 

An  owner  of  certain  realty  listed  it  for  sale  with  brokers, 
and  agreed  that  he  would  sell  the  property  so  listed  for  a  given 
sum  net  to  him;  the  broker  procured  a  purchaser  able,  willing 
and  ready  to  buy  at  a  price  in  excess  of  the  amount  named, 
but  the  owner  refused  to  sell.  Held,  that  the  agreement  did 
not  import  an  offer  on  the  part  of  the  owner  to  pay  the  bro- 
kers the  excess  in  the  amount  wliich  the  purchaser  was  willing 
to  pay  above  the  sum  named  for  which  the  owner  was  willing 
to  sell  it,  and  a  petition  asking  for  judgment  for  the  excess 
was  demurrable.  Matheney,  Beasly  and  Kaon  v.  Oodin,  130  Ga. 
713,  61  S.  E.  703.    See  also  Sec.  456. 
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See.  656.    Petition  rafScient  without  alleging  sale  for  the 
purpose  of  deltauding  plaintiff. 

The  petition  of  a  broker  for  commissions^  alleging  the  crea- 
tion of  an  agency  for  the  sale  of  land,  that  defendant  author- 
ized plaintiff  to  sell  it  for  a  certain  amount,  agreeing  to  pay 
him  a  fair  per  cent,  commission  therefor,  and  that  defendant 
made  a  special  agreement  in  writing  to  pay  him  such  commis- 
sion if  plaintiff  should  sell  or  negotiate  a  sale  to  B.,  and  that 
a  few  days  thereafter  defendant  himself  sold  and  conveyed 
the  land  to  B.  for  a  less  consideration,  and  that  said  purchaser 
was  procured  by  plaintiff,  under  the  terms  of  the  contract,  states 
a  cause  of  action,  without  any  allegation  that  defendant  made 
the  sale  with  evil  intent,  or  for  the  purpose  of  defrauding 
plaintiff.    Pierce  v.  Nichols  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '08),  110  S.  W.  206. 

Seo.  666a.    Petition  held  not  defective  as  all^fing  a  contraet 
in  violation  of  broker's  duty. 

Defendant  B.,  with  whom  G.  had  listed  land  for  sale,  leam^ 
ing  that  plaintiff  desired  to  purchase  it,  requested  to  be  per- 
mitted to  make  the  sale,  and  informed  plaintiff  that  he  had 
G.  bound  to  sell  the  land  for  $2.50  per  acre  cheaper  than  G. 
would  sell  it  to  plaintiff.  Plaintiff  authorized  B.  to  offer  G. 
the  amount  he  asked  for  the  land,  less  «$72  interest  on  the 
land,  if  it  could  not  be  bought  for  less,  B.  agreeing  not  to 
close  the  trade  with  any  other  parties  until  plaintiff  could 
buy  the  property  at  G.'s  price.  B.  informed  plaintiff  that  G. 
refused  to  take  less  than  $2,850  and  the  $72  interest,  and  that 
the  offer  at  that  price  would  be  kept  open  until  the  next  day; 
but,  pending  the  negotiations,  B.  and  the  two  other  defendants 
purchased  the  land  for  themselves,  to  plaintiff's  damage.  Held, 
that  a  petition  alleging  such  facts  was  not  defective  as  alleging 
a  contract  between  plaintiff  and  B.,  which  was  invalid  as  a 
violation  of  B.'s  duty  to  G.  Bass  v.  Tdlbert  (Tex.  Civ.  App. 
'08),  112  S.  W.  1077. 

Seo.  656b.    Petition  against  broker  for  firaud  Li  ezchaiige  of 
land. 

A  petition  alleging  the  relation  of  principal  and  broker,  and 
charging  the  broker  with  fraud  whereby  the  principal  contracted 
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for  exchange  of  property,  to  get  rid  of  which  he  had  to  expend 
and  obligate  himself  to  the  extent  of  $2,000,  stated  a  good  cause 
of  action  against  the  broker.  Myers  v.  Adler,  176  S.  W.  538,  188 
Mo.  App.  647, 

Seo.  666o.   Petitioiis  held  demurrable. 

A  count  of  a  petition  in  an  action  on  a  written  contract  to  pay 
a  commission  on  a  sale  of  land,  which  contract  provided  for  a 
sale  within  90  days,  is  demurrable,  where  it  does  not  aver  per- 
formance within  60  days,  or  plead  matter  relieving  against  such 
provision.    Osborne  v.  Dannatt,  149  N.  W.  913,  167  Iowa,  615. 

Where  a  memorandum  for  the  exchange  of  property  stated 
that  the  broker's  commission  was  to  be  a  certain  percentage,  but 
did  not  contain  an  agreement  to  pay  it,  an  allegation  that  the 
plaintiff  refused  to  make  the  exchange  or  to  comply  with  the 
terms  of  the  memorandum  is  not  an  allegation  of  non-payment  of 
the  commission.  John  Seis  Co.  v.  Post,  147  K  Y.  Sup.  845, 
162  App.  Div.  463. 

An  allegation  in  an  action  for  a  broker's  commission,  that  the 
executrix  of  the  vendor  of  the  property  had  unreasonably  rejected 
a  claim  against  the  estate  for  the  amount  of  the  commission  does 
not  amount  to  an  allegation  that  the  commission  had  not  been 
paid.'  Id. 

A  complaint  for  a  broker's  commission  which  does  not  allege 
that  the  commission  had  not  been  paid,  is  insu£Scient  under 
Civil  Code  Proc,  Sec.  481,  subd.  2,  requiring  the  complaint  to 
contain  a  plain  statement  of  the  facts  constituting  the  cause  of 
action.    Id. 

A  complaint  by  a  broker  for  commissions  for  procuring  a  pur- 
chaser of  real  estate,  which  proceeds  on  the  theory  that  the  owner 
placed  the  property  in  the  hands  of  the  broker  for  sale  on  speci- 
fied terms,  that  subsequently  the  terms  were  modified,  and  that 
the  owner  wrongfully  refused  to  convey,  is  not  predicated  on  any 
theory  that  the  owner  deceived  or  defrauded  the  broker.  Little 
V.  Oormm,  114  P.  321,  39  Utah,  63. 

In  an  action  against  a  real  estate  broker  who  had  the  exclusive 
sale  of  a  piece  of  real  estate  to  recover  one-half  the  commission 
which  the  plaintiff  claimed  that  the  defendant  had  promised  to 
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him,  if  he  would  reveal  the  name  of  a  purchaser^  the  statement 
of  claim  is  fatally  defective,  if  it  merely  ayers  the  agreement,  and 
that  the  plaintiff  had  revealed  the  name  of  the  purchaser,  but 
fails  to  aver  that  the  defendant  continue^  as  the  agent  for  the 
sale  of  the  property  until  it  was  actually  sold  to  the  person  named 
by  plaintiff,  or  that  the  sale  was  in  fact  the  result  of  any  action 
of  the  defendant.    Neiman  v.  Ebert,  47  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  7. 

Where  plaintiff,  suing  to  cancel  a  note  and  mortgage  pursuant 
to  an  agreement  that  they  would  be  cancelled  as  compensation  for 
services  as  a  broker,  alleged  that  they  had  been  merged  in  a  new 
note  and  mortgage,  he  was  not  entitled  to  the  relief  asked  without 
pleading  and  proving  facts  sufficient  to  void  the  new  note  and 
mortgage.  Shriver  v.  McCann,  155  S.  W.  317,  —  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  — . 

Though  the  complaint,  alleging  contract  that  plaintiff  should 
'^render  services''  to  defendants,  as  defendants'  brokers  and  agents, 
in  negotiating  and  procuring  for  them  a  lease,  with  an  option  to 
purchase,  contains  a  general  allegation  of  performance  by  him 
of  all  conditions  of  the  contract,  yet  its  special  allegation  of  per- 
formance by  him  of  all  the  conditions  of  the  contract,  and  that 
he  "rendered  certain  services"  in  procuring  a  lease,  which  con- 
tained an  option  to  purchase,  renders  it  insufficient  as  indicating 
there  was  a  falling  short  of  due  performance.  Kidder  v.  Oovin, 
176  N.  T.  Sup.  776. 

A  complaint  alleging  that  on  a  specified  date  defendant  con- 
tracted to  sell  mining  claims,  that  plaintiff,  at  defendant's  instance 
and  request  negotiated  such  sale,  that  on  the  date  specified  de- 
fendant, in  consideration  of  said  services,  agreed  to  pay  plaintiff 
specified  commissions,  and  that  certain  payments  were  thereafter 
made,  did  not  show  that  the  services  were  rendered  pursuant  to 
an  express  contract  of  employment.  Case  v.  Ralph,  188  P.  640, 
—  Utah  Sup.  — . 

Under  Comp.  Laws  1917,  Sec.  5817,  the  complaint  in  a  broker's 
action  for  commissions  for  selling  land  must  allege  an  express 
contract,  either  by  stating  it  in  full  or  by  stating  its  legal  effect, 
and  it  must  appear  from  the  contract  that  the  agent  was  autho- 
rized to  sell  and  the  amount,  terms  and  conditions  upon  which 
his  commission  was  to  be  paid.    Id. 

Where  complaint^  in  an  action  for  commission  for  making  a 
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loan,  alleged  plaintiff  had  performed  all  conditions  precedent, 
and  specified  acts  of  performance  by  him,  and  where  a  corporate 
company  required  performance  of  conditions  precedent  by  plain- 
tiff and  a  specified  loan  company,  and  where  the  facts  alleged  did 
not  show  due  performance,  a  general  allegation  thereof  did  not 
show  due  performance,  in  view  of  Comp.  Laws  1913,  Sec.  7461. 
Felion  v.  Numberg,  179  N.  W.  720,  —  K  D.  Sup.  — . 

Sec.  656d.    Petitioiui  held  suffldnit 

A  broker's  declaration  for  commissions  alleging  that  he  pro- 
cured a  purchaser,  and  that  the  owner  refused  to  consummate 
the  sale,  is  not  insu£5cient  for  failure  to  allege  that  the  owner 
was  advised  who  the  purchaser  was.  Ooppage  v.  Howa/rd,  96  A. 
642,  127  Md.  612. 

Bealty  broker's  complaint  against  another  broker  held  to  state 
cause  of  action,  on  the  theory  that  defendant  agreed  with  plain- 
tiff to  try  to  effect  sale,  and  he  submitted  offers  to  plaintiff  on 
consideration  plaintiff  would  pay  2%%  commission,  but  that 
defendant  submitted  offer  to  owner  and  so  secured  five  per  cent. 
Gerard  v.  Cross  £  Brown  Co.,  166  N.  T.  Sup.  819,  178  App.  Div. 
612. 

Petition  of  a  broker  against  landowner  stating  that  but  for 
defendant's  failure  to  designate  land  for  sale,  and  fixing  prices 
and  terms,  according  to  his  contract,  the  land  would  have  been 
sold  at  a  reasonable  price  yielding  certain  commissions ;  held,  suf- 
ficientj  without  statement  as  to  whom  plaintiff  could  have  sold. 
Daugherty  v.  Smiih,  192  S.  W.  1131,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

Unless  the  contract  of  employment  stipulates  to  the  contrary, 
the  procurement  of  a  binding,  written  contract  between  his  em- 
ployer and  his  customer  is  not  necessary  to  complete  performance 
of  his  duties  on  the  part  of  the  broker,  provided  the  employer  is 
in  a  position  to  execute  it  himself.  Eldorado  Coal  Co.  v.  Bust  £ 
Shelbume,  81  S.  667,  —  Ala.  Sup.  — . 

Where  a  petition  in  broker's  action  for  commission  set  up  a 
cause  of  action  based  upon  contract  of  listment,  and  no  special 
objections  were  entered  and  preserved  setting  up  insuflSciency  of 
averment  as  to  plaintiff's  contract  with  defendant,  and  the  aver- 
ment as  actually  made  authorized  the  admission  of  plaintiff's  evi- 
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dence  establishing  the  contract  of  listment  sued  on,  and  defend- 
ant's breach,  the  petition  was  sufficient.  Pope  y.  PeepUs,  101  S. 
E.  303,  —  Ga.  App.  — . 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  engaged  to  procure  a  loan  to  recover 
commission,  the  complaint,  though  not  alleging  in  terms  that  the 
broker  was  ready,  willing  and  able  to  furnish  a  loan,  held  suffi- 
cient to  state  a  cause  of  action.  Ky.  Mtge.  Securities  Co.  v. 
Hammond,  218  S.  W.  714,  —  Ky.  Ct.  App.  — . 

A  complaint  in  an  action  by  a  broker  to  recover  compensation 
need  not  allege  the  date  on  which  defendant  failed  and  refused  to 
pay  the  agreed  compensation.  Eichmier  v.  Oeddes,  126  N.  E. 
859,  —  Ind.  App.  — . 

Sec.  666e.    Parties  to  actioiiB. 

In  an  action  by  brokers  for  conunission  for  leasing  landlord's 
theater  to  tenant,  because  the  evidence  showed  brokers'  agent  was 
to  get  part  of  the  commission,  did  not  require  his  being  made  a 
party  plaintiff  since  he  was  not  a  partner.  Brady  v.  Rickey  & 
Craig,  202  S.  W.  170,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

In  an  action  by  purchaser  who  had  entered  into  a  written  con- 
tract with  brokers  to  buy  property  at  a  certain  price  and  terms, 
to  recover  an  advanced  payment  to  brokers,  after  owner  had  de- 
clined to  convey  or  to  enter  into  a  contract  of  sale,  it  was  not 
necessary  to  make  the  owner  a  party  defendant.  Hanoi  v.  Mor- 
ton, 186  P.  740,  —  Kan.  Sup.  — • 
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Sec.  667.    Interpleader,  when  allowed. 

Where  two  brokers  claim  the  commissions  for  the  same  sale 
of  land  an  interpleader  will  be  awarded  at  defendant's  in- 
stance. Dreyer  v.  Ranch,  3  Daly  (N.  Y.),  434,  42  How,  Pr. 
22;  Shipman  v.  Scott,  12  Civ.  Proc.  R.  18  (N.  Y.),  14  Daly,  233. 
Contra,  Brooke  v.  Smith,  13  Pa.  Cir.  Ct.  R.  557,  2  Pa.  Dist.  C. 
R.  767,  33  Weekly  Notes  Cas.  74.  In  an  action  by  a  real  es- 
tate broker  to  recover  commissions  on  a  sale  of  property,  de- 
fendant is  entitled  to  an  interpleader,  where  another  broker 
claims  commissions  for  the  sale  of  the  same  property  to  the 
same  purchaser  on  different  terms.  Shipman  v.  Scott,  14  Daly 
233  (N.  Y.). 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  to  recover  commissions  for  selling 
land,  it  appeared  that  the  vendor  had  paid  another  with  knowl- 
edge of  the  broker's  claim;  there  was  no  error  in  an  instruc- 
tion that  the  vendor  was  protected  by  the  law,  which  author- 
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ized  him  to  pay  the  money  into  court  and  compel  the  broker 
and  the  other  claimant  to  litigate  their  rights,  since  the  Code 
of  Civil  Procedure,  Section  S20,  provides  that  a  defendant 
may,  where  a  person  not  a  party  to  the  action  makes  a  demand 
against  him  for  the  same  debt  or  property,  apply  for  an  order 
to  substitute  that  person  in  his  place,  and  to  discharge  him 
from  liability  to  either,  on  his  paying  into  court  the  amount 
of  his  debt.    Bickart  v.  Hoffman,  19  N.  Y.  S.  472. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions  on  a  sale  of  land, 
where  another  broker  claiming  the  same  commissions  is  sub- 
stituted as  defendant  for  the  principal,  he  having  paid  the 
commissions  into  court,  the  principal's  statement  to  one  of  the 
brokers,  in  the  other's  absence,  that  the  absent  broker  had  no 
authority  to  sell  the  land  with  a  builder's  loan,  is  properly 
excluded.    Shipman  v.  Freeh,  1  N.  T.  S.  67. 

Sec.  658.    Interpleader,  when  not  entitled  thereto. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  against  his  principal  for  a  commis- 
sion on  an  alleged  sale  of  land  made  by  plaintiff  for  defend- 
ant, the  latter  is  not  entitled  to  file  an  answer  in  the  nature 
of  a  bill  of  interpleader  by  alleging  that  another  broker  also 
claims  commissions  for  making  the  sale.  Hurtsook  v.  Chrtss- 
man,  114  Mo.  App.  558,  90  S.  W.  116. 

A  bill  of  interpleader  will  not  lie  at  the  suit  of  the  seller 
to  require  two  real  estate  agents  to  interplead  as  to  which 
should  have  commissions  on  a  sale  of  land,  since,  if  either  of 
them  was  entitled  to  commissions,  it  is  because  of  some  con- 
tract he  had  with  the  seller,  and  not  because  of  anything  that 
has  happened  between  themselves.  Sachsel  v.  Farrar,  35  HI. 
App.  277. 

Where  plaintiffs  sue  defendant  for  a  broker's  commissions  for 
the  sale  of  certain  land  made  through  their  agency,  the  action 
by  a  third  person  against  defendant,  in  another  suit,  to  recover 
for  work,  labor  and  services  in  the  sale  of  the  land,  is  not  a 
demand  against  him  for  the  same  debt  within  the  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure,  Section  820,  allowing  an  order  of  interpleader  when 
competent  creditors  demand  the  same  debt.  Taylor  v.  Satterth^ 
ivaite,  22  N.  Y.  S.  187,  2  Misc.  441. 
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Sec  6B9.    Demurrer  lies  to  petition  against  brdcer  for  fafl- 
nre  of  title  when. 

In  an  action  against  a  real  estate  agent  for  failure  to  ex- 
amine the  title  of  land  purchased  bj  him  for  plaintiff,  the 
plaintiff  alleged  that  the  grantor  had  mortgaged  the  land  and 
other  land,  and  that  the  mortgage  had  been  foreclosed  and  the 
land  in  question  sold,  without  saying  whether  the  grantor  still 
retained  title  to  the  other  lands  mortgaged  or  their  value,  or 
that  plaintiff  applied  for  an  order,  in  the  decree  for  foreclos- 
ure, that  such  other  lands  be  first  sold,  is  demurrable.  Sears 
V.  Forbes,  122  Ind.  858,  23  N.  B.  773. 

Sec.  860.    Demurrer  lies  to  allegation  that  defendant  neg- 
lected to  coUect  rents. 

In  an  action  against  an  agent  to  recover  for  rents  collected 
by  him,  and  for  damages  for  failure  to  collect  rents,  an  alle- 
gation that  defendant  has  '*  neglected  said  business,  and  hence 
has  failed  to  collect  rents  with  diligence  he  might  have  col- 
lected," is  insufficient  and  demurrable.  Peeler  v.  Lathrop,  48 
Fed.  780. 


Sec.  661.    Demurrer  lies  to  petition  where  only  partial  cop- 
ies of  letters  constituting  contract  are  given. 

Where  a  petition  sets  forth  letters  alleged  to  have  been  writ- 
ten by  the  parties,  and  to  have  created  the  necessary  written 
contract  between  the  owner  of  the  land  and  the  broker,  but 
does  not  purport  to  give  full  copies,  neither  is  there  any  alle- 
gation that  the  letters  were  signed,  the  petition  is  subject  to 
demurrer.  David  Bradley  v.  Bower  (Neb.  Sup.  '04),  99  N. 
W.  490. 

Sec.  662.    Demurrer  sustained  where  plaintiff  sought  to  re- 
cover for  loss  of  commissions  from  opposite  party. 

A  complaint  alleged  employment  by  defendant  as  broker  to 
exchange  real  estate,  the  offer  of  defendant's  property  under 
defendant's  instructions,  and  acceptance  of  such  offer,  the  noti- 
fication of  defendant  thereof,  and  that  defendant  refused  to 
proceed  with  the  exchange  and  claimed  the  reasonable  value 
of  such  services;  a  second  count  repeated  the  allegations  of 
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the  firsty  and  claimed  damages  for  the  Iobs  of  commissions  to 
be  paid  by  the  owners  of  the  other  property  on  completion  of 
the  exchange.  Held,  that  the  only  contract  alleged  between 
defendant  and  its  broker  was  an  employment,  that  the  em- 
ployer contracted  to  pay  the  reasonable  value  of  his  services, 
and  a  demurrer  to  the  second  cause  of  action,  on  the  ground 
that  it  did  not  state  a  cause  of  action,  was  properly  sustained. 
Mulhall  V.  Bradley  &  Currier  Co.,  63  N.  Y.  S.  782,  50  A.  D.  179. 
See  also  Sec.  25. 

• 

Sec.  663.  Demurrer  to  answer  lies  for  not  showing  modlflo^' 
tion  of  written  contract. 
A  complaint  alleged  that  defendant  agreed  in  writing  to 
pay  plaintiff  $300  if  plaintiff  would  obtain  a  loan  of  $3,000, 
and  that  plaintiff  had  fully  performed;  the  answer  alleged 
that  defendant  informed  plaintiff  that  defendant  must  have 
the  money  within  ten  days,  but  that  when  defendant  called  on 
the  parties  who  were  to  make  the  loan,  he  could  not  obtain 
the  money,  and  that  the  same  thing  occurred  several  times, 
and  that  the  negotiations  extended  over  much  more  than  ten 
days.  Held,  that  the  answer  was  demurrable  as  not  showing 
a  modification  of  the  written  contract,  and  in  that  it  did  not 
appear  when  the  limitation  began  to  run  and  when  it  terminated. 
Burr  V.  Penfield,  105  N.  Y.  S.  939,  55  Misc.  543. 


Sec.  664.    In  Nebraska^  demurrer  lies  to  petition  not  showing 
agent's  appointment  was  in  writing. 

In  an  action  to  recover  compensation  for  services  rendered 
as  a  real  estate  broker,  a  petition  which  discloses  on  its  face 
that  the  contract  of  agency  was  not  in  writing  is  open  to  attack 
by  demurrer.    Smith  v.  Aultz,  78  Neb.  453,  110  N.  W.  1015. 

Sec.  665.    Demurrer  held  improperly  sustained  in  action  to 
recover  commissions  paid  recreant  agent. 

In  an  action  by  a  principal  against  his  agent  to  recover  in 
part  certain  commissions  alleged  to  have  been  erroneously  paid, 
where,  on  an  answer  and  counterclaim  for  the  balance,  the  orig- 
inal action  is  dismissed,  and  the  case  is  tried  on  the  counter- 
claim, and  the   evidence   of   plaintiff  shows   that  defendant, 
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while  his  agent  in  the  purchase  of  lands,  unknown  to  him  re- 
ceived a  commission  from  the  agent  of  the  vendor,  is  a  su£Scient 
defense  to  the  action  on  the  counterclaim,  and  a  demurrer  to  such 
evidence  was  improperly  sustained.  Plottner  v.  Chillian  (Okla. 
Sup.  '08),  95  P.  776. 

8ec.  66Ba.    Demurrer  to  the  evidence  and  general  demurrers. 

In  an  action  for  compensation  for  attempting  to  procure  a 
loan,  inconsistency  in  plaintiff's  testimony;  held,  not  to  autho- 
rize sustaining  a  demurrer  to  the  evidence.  Little  v.  Liggett,  121 
P.  1126,  86  Kan.  747,  40  L.  R.  A.  (S.  S.)  39. 

Where,  in  a  real  estate  broker's  action  for  commission,  the  an- 
swer set  up  plaintiff's  fraud,  and  also  that  the  proposed  purchaser 
was  not  ready,  willing  and  able  to  carry  out  the  agreement,  and 
there  was  some  evidence  to  sustain  the  defense  of  fraud,  it  was 
error  to  sustain  demurrer  to  defendant's  evidence,  though  there 
was  no  evidence  to  support  the  other  defense.  Avery  v.  Howell, 
153  P.  532,  96  Kan.  667. 

In  a  suit  for  commission  alleged  to  be  due  under  the  terms  of 
a  contract  for  procuring  a  purchaser  of  land,  a  petition  failing  to 
show  that  broker  produced  a  purchaser  ready,  able  and  willing  to 
buy  on  terms  proposed  by  owner,  as  required  by  Civ.  Code  1910, 
sec.  3587,  was  properly  dismissed  on  a  general  demurrer.  Mont- 
gomery V.  Lester,  104  S.  E.  28,  —  Ga.  App.  — . 

Even  if  a  contract  for  obtaining  a  tenant  contemplated  one 
with  financial  ability  to  perform  the  lease,  the  complaint  for  per- 
forming the  service,  alleging  the  securing  of  a  tenant  "able," 
ready  and  willing  to  "execute"  a  lease,  can  be  sustained  against 
demurrer  as  in  fact  alleging  one  ready,  willing  and  "financially" 
able  to  "perform"  the  lease.  Harritz  v.  Steers,  185  N.  T.  Sup. 
704. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  compensation  in  negotiating  a 
sale  which  was  never  completed,  evidence  held  sufficient  to  war- 
rant the  court  in  overruling  defendant's  demurrer  thereto.  North 
Ave.  Casino  Co.  of  Balti.  City  v.  Ferguson,  100  A.  628,  130  Md. 
376. 
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See.  666.   Motion  to  difliniM  held  properly  denied. 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker^  the  complaint  was  made 
to  set  forth  two  causes  of  action;  the  first  alleged  that  the  con- 
tract between  the  parties  provided  for  a  commission  for  leasing 
and  a  commission  for  selling  the  property  in  question^  and  the 
fact  of  a  lease  procured  through  plainti£E;  while  the  second  merely 
alleged  that  the  tenant  thus  procured  also  took  and  subsequently 
exercised  an  option  to  buy.  Held,  that  as  all  the  allegations 
might  be  taken  together  as  stating  only  one  cause  of  action  for 
two  commissions^  the  motion  to  dismiss  the  second  cause  of  ac- 
tion was  properly  denied.  Downey  v.  Turner,  51  N.  Y.  S.  105, 
28  App.  Div.  491 ;  House  v.  Boyd,  91  S.  E.  603,  —  N.  C.  Sup.  — • 

8ec  666a.    Motion  whioh  ihonld  have  been  granted. 

Where  a  broker^  suing  for  a  commission  for  effecting  a  sale  of 
defendant's  farm  containing  about  125  acres,  proves  only  a  con- 
tract to  find  a  certain  other  purchaser  for  100  acres  thereof,  de- 
fendant's motion  for  a  peremptory  instruction  should  have  been 
granted.    Smith  v.  Robinson,  214  S.  W.  771,  —  Ky.  Ct.  App.  — ^ 

See.  667.    Amendment  to  set  np  nnoonadonable  demand  re- 
fused. 

In  an  action  to  recover  $4,000,  the  residue  of  $7,600  brokerage 
for  negotiating  a  loan  of  $4,000  for  four  months,  the  evidence 
did  not  support  the  allegations  of  the  complaint,  and  the  plaintiff 
was  non-suited.  Held,  that  it  was  immaterial  that  defendant  did 
not  specify  for  his  motion  a  non-suit,  as  the  complaint  could  not 
be  corrected  except  by  amendment,  and  that  could  not  be  granted 
because  the  demand  was  unconscionable.  Daley  v.  Buss,  86  Cal. 
114,  24  P.  867. 

Sec.   667a^     Waiver  by  failure  to  object  to  amended  answer* 

If  a  party  fails  to  object  to  the  granting  of  general  leave  to 
amend,  he  can  not  subsequently  have  the  amendment  stricken 
out  because  setting  up  an  unconscionable  defense.  State  v.  Bod- 
ney,  1  Houst.  (Del.),  442;  Duncan  v.  Cravens,  55  Ind.  525. 
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See.  668.    Amendment,  proper  to  aUow  to  plead  general  de- 
nial, where  answer  set  up  statute  of  frauds. 

Where  the  answer  alleged  that  the  contract  of  employment 
was  oral,  and  ''barred  and  invalid  by  the  provisions"  of  a 
statute  declaring  that  **  contracts  for  the  employment  of  an 
agent  to  sell  real  estate  for  commissions  are  invalid  unless  in 
writing  subscribed  by  the  party  to  be  charged,'*  and  plaintiffs 
have  failed  to  show  a  written  contract  of  employment,  it  was 
not  error  to  permit  defendant  to  amend  his  answer  by  chang- 
ing the  admission  of  the  contract  of  employment  into  a  denial 
of  the  same.  Jamison  v.  Hyde,  141  Cal.  109,  74  P.  695.  But 
see  Strunski  v.  Odger,  101  N.  Y.  S.  786,  52  Misc.  134.  Sec.  699. 

Sec.  669.    Amendment  allowing  correction  of  written  con- 
tract does  not  cause  a  departure. 

"Where  the  identity  of  the  transaction  on  which  plaintiffs 
based  their  claim  to  a  judgment  against  the  defendant  and 
the  form  of  the  action  as  one  sounding  in  contract  were  pre- 
served in  the  amended  petition,  and  this  is  the  best  and  most 
reasonable  test  by  which  to  determine  whether  or  not  an  amend- 
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ment  of  a  pleading  substantially  changes  the  cause  of  action 
so  as  to  be  obnoxious  to  the  rule  against  departure,  the 
amendment  of  the  written  contract  does  not  constitute  a  de- 
parture. Stewart  v.  Van  Hornc,  91  Mo.  App.  647;  Sain  v. 
Rooney,  125  Mo.  App.  176,  101  S.  W.  1127. 

Seo.  670.    Amendment^  when  error  to  refuse. 

Where  the  court  voluntarily  permits  a  broker  suing  for  com- 
missions to  amend  his  complaint  to  show  an  assignment  to  him 
of  a  claim  for  commissions  by  A.,  it  is  error  to  refuse  to  allow 
him  to  amend  for  the  purpose  of  showing  an  assignment  of  a 
portion  of  the  claim  from  B.,  although  the  fact  of  such  as- 
signment appears  in  plaintiff's  bill  of  particulars.  Schlesinger 
V.  Jud,  70  N.  Y.  S.  616,  61  App.  Div.  453. 

Sec.  671.    Amendment,  error  to  allow  to  allege  exercise  of  op- 
tion and  completion  of  sale. 

Where,  in  an  action  for  commissions  for  a  broker's  services 
in  the  sale  of  a  mine,  a  non-suit  was  granted,  by  reason  of  the 
fact  that  the  option  to  purchase,  negotiated  by  the  broker, 
had  not  matured  when  suit  was  brought,  and,  pending  a  mo- 
tion for  a  new  trial  for  alleged  errors  of  law  occurring  at  the 
trial,  the  purchaser  complied  with  the  option  and  completed 
the  sale,  it  was  error  to  grant  a  subsequent  application  for 
a  new  trial,  in  order  to  permit  the  broker  to  allege  by  amend- 
ment the  completion  of  the  sale  and  recover  for  his  services. 
Lawrence  v.  Peterson,  34  Wash.  1,  74  P.  1011. 

Sec.  672.  Amendment  to  answer  held  improper  and  mislead- 
ing. 
On  the  trial  of  a  cause  the  defendant  obtained  leave  to  amend 
his  answer  by  alleging  **that  after  making  the  sales  named 
they  (plaintiffs)  complained  that  the  prices  were  too  high 
as  named  by  defendant,  and  made  no  effort  to  sell  the  same, 
but  neglected  the  same,  to  the  defendant's  damage  and  in- 
jury.'' Held,  that  the  matter  involved  in  the  amendment, 
not  being  pertinent  to  the  case,  was  calculated  to  raise  a  false 
issue  and  distract  the  attention  of  the  jury  from  the  real  ques- 
tions for  their  determination.  Marshall  v.  Ooble,  32  Neb.  9,  48 
N.  W.  898. 
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8ea  673.    AmendniMit  of  complaint  at  trial,  in  farthfiranoe 
of  justice,  bald  proper. 

In  an  action  for  a  division  of  broker's  commissions,  it  was 
proper  to  permit  plaintiff  to  amend  his  complaint  at  the  trial 
by  inserting  an  allegation  that  defendant  was  the  agent  of 
a  certain  corporation,  within  certain  years  covering  the  trans- 
action in  question,  which  was  the  owner  of  the  property  sold, 
under  the  statute  authorizing  the  court  to  permit  the  amend- 
ment of  pleadings  in  the  furtherance  of  justice.  McCleary  v. 
WHUs,  35  Wash.  676,  77  P.  1073. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  to  recover  compensation  for  the  sale 
of  a  real  estate  option,  the  court  will  permit  plaintiff  to  amend  his 
declaration  at  the  trial  by  inserting  a  clause  that  the  contract 
(which  was  not  reduced  to  writing)  provided  that  defendant 
should  pay  plaintiff  for  obtaining  a  purchaser  $5,000  in  any 
event.    0.  W.  Kerr  Co.  v.  Corry,  211  F.  647,  128  C.  C.  A.  151. 

Sec.  874.    Amendment  properly  allowed  plaintiff  to  claim  re- 
turn of  commissions  for  ftaud. 

In  their  original  petition  plaintiffs  alleged  that  defendants 
engaged  to  sell  plaintiffs'  land  at  $4,000,  for  a  commission  of 
$125,  but  if  only  $3,900  could  be  obtained  the  commission  should 
be  $100;  the  land  sold  for  $4,000,  but  defendants  fraudulently 
represented  that  only  $3,900  was  obtained ;  that  plaintiffs  paid 
defendants  a  commission  of  $100,  and  that  they  fraudulently 
converted  $100  of  the  price  paid  for  the  land,  and  asked  judg- 
ment for  $75;  later,  plaintiffs  were  permitted  to  amend  their 
petition  by  alleging  that  defendants  throusrh  their  fraud  for- 
feited all  right  to  commissions,  and  asked  for  recovery  of  com- 
missions paid  and  the  remainder  paid.  Held,  that  the  amend- 
ment was  properly  allowed.  Deter  v.  Jackson,  76  Kan.  768, 
92  P,  546. 


CHAPTER  VIL 

DEFENSES. 

Sec  875.    That  broker  did  not  nae  best  efforts  inmflScieat 

An  answer  does  not  state  a  defense  which  admits  the  oon- 
tract,  and  alleges  that  the  broker  did  not  use  his  best  efforts 
and  act  in  good  faith,  but  fraudulently  induced  the  defendant 
to  agree  to  an  exchange  which  he  knew  was  not  worth  as  much 
as  defendant's  property,  is  insufScient,  where  no  direct  aver- 
ment of  facts  showing  fraud  is  made.  Bahb  v.  Johnson,  28  Ind. 
App.  665,  63  N.  B.  580 ;  Meyer  v.  Payne,  43  N.  Y.  S.  133,  13 
N.  Y.  App.  Div.  332. 

Sec.  676.    Setting  np  violation  of  law  as  to  license  insufficient. 

An  answer  setting  up  the  violation  of  a  foreign  statute  re- 
quiring brokers  to  take  out  a  license  was  held  insufficient  to 
show  that  the  petition  was  founded  on  a  criminal  offense,  or 
that  the  broker's  contract  was  void  or  prohibited  by  statute, 
averments  to  that  effect  being  held  mere  incidents  and  deduc- 
tions from  the  statute,  and  not  allegations  of  facts.  AngeU  v. 
Van  Schincic,  9  K  Y.  S.  668,  66  Hun,  247 ;  Oibhons  v.  WHliafM, 
Moniser  &  Co.,  191  111.  App.  694;  Linton  v.  Johnson,  94  S.  E. 
945,  —  W.  Va.  Sup.  — .  Nor  can  an  agent  sued  for  an  ac- 
counting set  up  the  illegality  of  transaction  from  which  the 
money  was  realized.    Mechem  on  Ag.,  Sec.  626. 

Sec.  677.    Affirmatiye  defense  not  pleaded  can  not  be  proyed. 

An  affirmative  defense  to  be  proved  must  be  pleaded.  Kelly  v. 
Stone,  94  Iowa,  316,  62  N.  W.  842 ;  Scott  v.  Dillon,  109  N".  Y.  S. 
877,  58  Misc.  522 ;  Mauser  v.  Hurdle,  140  P.  479,  27  Colo.  App. 
667;  Langston  v.  Hoyt,  194  P.  654,  —  B[an.  Sup.  — . 

Sec.  678.    Defense  that  plaintiff  also  acted  for  customer,  to 
be  proved,  most  be  pleaded. 

The  defense  that  plaintiff  was  employed  by  both  parties  and 
his  double  employment  not  disclosed  must,  to  be  proved,  be 
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pleaded.  Childs  v.  Ptomey,  17  Mont.  502,  43  P.  714;  Reese  v. 
Garih,  36  Mo.  App.  641;  Harrell  v.  Bonfih  Imp.  Co.,  45  N.  Y. 
S.  227,  17  A.  D.  405;  Maris  v.  (TDonnelh  121  N.  Y.  S.  214. 
Compare  Sec.  869. 

See.  679.    Denying  agreement  will  not  admit  proof  of  double 
employment. 

Under  a  denial  of  an  agreement  for  the  payment  of  a  com- 
mission, the  broker's  double  employment  can  not  be  proved.  Mo- 
Fee  Y.  Horan,  40  Minn.  30,  41  N.  W.  239;  Smith  v.  Soosan,  35 
N.  Y.  S.  806,  24  Misc.  706;  Annabil  v.  Traverse  Land  Co. 
(Minn.  Sup.  *09),  121  N.  W.  233;  Hoffhines  v.  Thorson,  141  P. 
253,  92  Ean.  605. 

The  defense  of  double  agency,  in  an  action  for  a  commission, 
on  an  exchange  of  land,  must  be  affirmatively  pleaded.    North- 
west Land  &  Col  Co.  v.  Addington,  168  P.  164,  98  Wash.  576. 

See.  680.    Denying  allegations,  except  that  plaintiff  is  a  bro- 
ker, admits  proof  of  double  employment. 

This  defense,  double  employment,  may  be  proved  under  a  de- 
nial of  all  the  allegations  of  the  complaint  except  that  plaintiff 
was  a  broker.  Wolf  v.  DembosJcey,  74  N.  Y.  S.  465,  36  Misc. 
643,  66  A.  D.  428;  Nichoh  v.  Greenstreet,  130  N.  Y.  Sup.  843, 
71  Misc.  Bep.  196,  judg.  aff.  131  N.  Y.  Sup.  1131,  140  App.  div., 
940;  Biggins  v.  Pottman,  174  P.  119,  —  CaL  App.  — . 

Sec.  681.    Denying  performanoe  of  services  by  broker  admiti 
proof  of  double  employment 

Under  an  answer  merely  denying  the  performance  of  the 
services  by  the  broker  his  double  employment  may  be  proved. 
Norman  v.  Beuther,  54  N.  Y.  S.  152,  25  Misc.  161. 

Sec  682.    That  services  were  rendered  under  an  express  con* 
tract  inadmissible  under  general  denial. 

In  an  action  to  recover  the  reasonable  value  of  services  for 
procuring  a  purchaser  of  land,  a  defense  that  the  services  were 
rendered  under  an  express  contract  as  to  compensation  is  in- 
lible  under  the  general  denial,  the  action  being  to  recover 
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upon  a  quantum  meruit;  if  defendant  relied  upon  an  express 
contract  in  respect  to  plaintiff's  corporation,  he  shonld  have 
pleaded  it.  B&ishus-Remer  Co.  v.  Benner,  91  Minn.  401,  98 
N.  W.  186.    Compare  Sec.  696. 

Sec.  683.    Under  general  denial  can  not  prove  transaction  can- 
celled by  consent  of  alL 

In  an  action  brought  by  real  estate  brokers  for  commissions, 
the  defendant  cannot  under  a  general  denial  be  permitted 
to  show  that  subsequent  to  the  procurement  of  the  customer 
and  the  execution  by  him  of  a  written  agreement  to  purchase, 
the  entire  transaction  including  the  agreement  to  purchase  was 
cancelled  by  consent  of  all  parties.  BothschUd  y.  Barrett,  47 
Minn.  28,  49  N.  W.  393. 

Sec.  684.    Under  a  general  denial  may  show  no  conmuflsioni 
chargeable  unless  excess  in  price  received. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions  for  selling  land 
under  an  alleged  contract  providing  for  a  specified  sum  as  com- 
missions,  defendant  may  under  a  plea  of  general  denial  show 
that  plaintiff  agreed  to  charge  no  commissions  unless  the  land 
was  sold  for  more  than  a  stated  price,  since  that  is  not  affirma- 
tive matter  of  defense.  Wein  v.  OUmer,  81  Tex.  345,  16  S. 
W.  1058. 

Sec.  684a.    Defense  that  contract  had  been  rescinded  admissi- 
ble, though  not  specially  pleaded. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  compensation,  defense  that  the 
contract  between  the  broker  and  defendant  had  been  rescinded 
held  admissible,  though  not  specially  pleaded.  Mott  y.  Minor, 
(Cal.  App.  '09),  106  P.  244. 

Sec.  684b.    Defense  that  broker  had  not  seenred  second  loan 
admissible  under  general  deniaL 

In  an  action  for  commissions  for  procuring  a  mortgage  loan. 
a  defense  that  the  broker  had  not  procured  a  second  loan  agreed 
upon  is  admissible  under  the  general  denial.  Bowes  v.  Christian^ 
110  N.  E.  1034,  222  Mass.  359. 
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See.  684c.    Revocation  an  aflSrmatiye  defense. 

Under  Pub.  Acts  1915,  t90,  Sec.  2,  requiring  answer  to  con- 
tain either  denials  of  complainant's  allegations  or  statement  of 
facts  relied  upon  in  defense,  the  revocation  of  a  broker's  contract 
for  commission  is  an  affirmative  defense,  which  should  be  spe- 
cially set  up  in  defendant  principal's  answer.  Bradley  v.  Blandin, 
100  A   920,  91  Vt.  472. 

8eo.  686.    Under  a  general  denial  can  not  prove  another  than 
plaintiff  introduced  the  purchaser. 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  for  commissions,  where 
the  answer  is  a  general  denial,  the  proof  is  restricted  to  bus-' 
taining  or  controverting  the  facts  stated  in  the  petition,  and 
defendant  cannot  show  that  a  third  party  and  not  the  plaintiff 
introduced  the  purchaser  to  the  defendant.  8t  Felix  v.  Chreen, 
34  Neb.  800,  52  N.  W.  821 ;  Beese  v.  Garth,  36  Mo.  App.  641. 

Sec.  686.    Plaintiff  is  not  bound  to  negative  defense  of  aban- 
donment of  emplojrment. 

In  an  action  for  a  broker's  commissions,  an  alleged  aban- 
donment of  the  broker's  employment  to  sell  is  matter  of  defense 
which  the  plaintiff  is  not  bound  to  negative.  Moore  v.  Boehm, 
91  K  Y.  S.  126,  45  Misc.  622;  Jackson, y.  Brower,  167  P.  6,  22 
N.  M.  615.     . 

See.  687.    That  owner  offered  to  perfect  title  1^  suit  at  law  no 
defense  to  action  by  broker  for  commissions. 

The  fact  that  the  ovmer  offered  the  prospective  purchaser 
to  perfect  his  title  by  suit  at  law  is  no  defense  to  an  action  for 
commissions.    Bruce  v.  Wolfe,  102  Mo.  App.  384,  76  S.  W.  723. 

Sec.  687a.    Sale  by  owner  at  higher  price  no  defense  to  broker's 
suit  for  commissions  for  producing  a  buyer. 

Where  plaintiff  was  employed  by  an  executor  to  sell  land  of 
the  estate,  and  plaintiff  procured  a  purchaser  in  accordance 
n?ith  the  required  terms,  the  fact  that  the  property  was  sold 
to  another  offering  a  higher  price  was  no  defense  to  plaintiff's 
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right  for  commissions.    Hickman-Coleman  Co.  v.  Leggett  (CaL 
App.  '09),  100  P.  1072.    Compare  Sees.  15,  454. 

Sec.  687b.    No  defense  to  action  for  commission  for  finding  a 
purchaser  that  latter  might  have  declined  to  perform. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  against  the  president  of  a  corpora- 
tion, who  employed  plaintiff  without  authority,  for  furnishing 
one  ready,  able  and  willing  to  purchase  land  from  the  corpora- 
tion, it  was  no  defense  that  the  contract  or  agreement  which  was 
entered  into  between  the  prospective  purchaser  and  the  defendant 
was  unilateral,  and  that  the  prospective  purchaser  might  have 
declined  to  perform,  where  it  was  clearly  shown  that  the  pros- 
pective purchaser  was  anxious  to  perform,  and  would  have  done 
so  except  for  the  refusal  of  the  corporation  to  approve  the  con- 
tract or  to  convey.  Mueller  v.  Nugent,  218  S.  W.  780,  —  Ky. 
Ct.  App.  — . 

Sec.  688.    When  sued  for  commissions  can  not  set  up  defect 
which  stated  at  the  time  might  have  been  cored. 

"Where  one  who  employed  a  broker  to  purchase  for  him  land 
at  a  specified  price,  absolutely  refused  to  complete  the  transac- 
tion, he  cannot,  at  the  trial  of  the  broker's  action  for  commis- 
sions, set  up  a  defect  in  the  title  which  if  expressed  at  the 
time,  might  have  been  obviated.  Auten  v.  Jacobus,  47  N.  Y. 
S.  1119,  21  Misc.  632,  affirming  46  N.  Y.  S.  681,  20  Misc.  669. 

Sec.  689.    Defendant  can  show  another  agent  made  the  sale. 

In  an  action  to  recover  commissions  for  a  sale  of  real  estate, 
defendant  can  show  that  another  authorized  agent  made  the  sale. 
Goin  V.  Hess,  102  Iowa  140,  71  N.  W.  218 ;  Cook  v.  Whiting, 
|(Iowa  Sup.  '09),  122  N.  W.  835;  Russell  v.  Poor  (Mo.  App. 
'08),  115  S.  W.  1. 

6ec  689a.    What  purchaser  may  show  in  defense  of  action  to 
dispossess. 

Where  the  agent  having  authority  to  sell  lands  for  his  prin- 
cipal makes  a  contract  in  writing  for  a  sale  of  the  same  in 
his  own  name  and  puts  the  purchaser  in  possession  thereof,  who 
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makes  thereon  lasting  and  valuable  improvements,  and  the 
purchaser  is  afterward  sued  by  the  principal  for  the  recovery 
of  the  land,  the  purchaser  may,  with  proper  allegations  in  his 
answer,  show  the  intention  of  the  parties  to  have  been  that  the 
principal  should  be  bound  by  the  contract.  Butler  v.  Kaulbach, 
8  Kan.  668.    Compare  Taylor  v.  Guest,  45  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  276. 

Sec.  689b.    Not  a  defense  to  action  for  oommiasion  that  plain- 
tiff's partner  was  entitled  to  half. 

In  an  action  for  a  real  estate  broker's  commission,  it  was  no 
defense  that  plaintiff  had  a  partner  and  was  entitled  to  but  one- 
half  of  the  commission,  where  no  attempt  was  made  to  make  the 
co-partner  a  party.  Austin  v.  Norris,  141  S.  W.  1179,  101  Aik. 
180. 

Sec.  090.    That  anthority  was  conditional  on  defendant's  abil- 
ity to  buy  another  lot. 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  agent  for  commissions  for  a 
sale  of  land,  the  defense  was  that  the  authority  to  sell  was 
conditioned  on  defendant's  being  able  to  purchase  a  certain 
other  lot.  Held,  That  it  was  competent  for  defendant  to  show 
that  he  made  reasonable  effort  to  make  such  purchase,  aa 
such  proof  showed  his  good  faith.  Wilson  v.  Klein,  90  Ala.  518, 
8  S.  130. 

Sea  691.  That  contract  obtained  was  provisional  and  no  lease 
was  made. 
Plaintiffs,  real  estate  agents,  were  to  receive  certain  com- 
missions for  services  in  securing  a  lessee  for  defendant  upon 
agreed  terms,  and  they  procured  an  informal  agreement  for 
a  lease  to  be  signed  by  defendant  and  the  applicant  for  the 
lease.  Held,  That  to  defeat  an  action  by  plaintiff  for  commissions 
defendant  might  show  by  parol  that  the  contract  was  merely 
provisional,  and  did  not  express  all  the  terms  of  the  lease  to 
be  entered  into  by  the  parties,  and  that  the  lease  was  never 
consunmiated,  because  no  final  agreement  was  ever  made  be- 
tween the  defendant  and  the  proposed  lessee.  Buxton  v.  Bedl, 
49  Minn.  230,  51  N.  W.  918 ;  Laws  v.  Schmidt,  80  Ohio  St.  108, 
88  N.  E.  319. 
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See.  691a.    Defendant,  under  a  general  denial,  may  show  tbaS 
contract  was  merely  an  option. 

Defendant,  under  his  general  denial,  in  an  action  for  broker's 
commissions,  in  which  the  complaint  avers  that  plainti£b  pro- 
cured B.  to  purchase  the  premises  of  defendant  for  an  agreed 
amount,  and  that  said  contract  was  reduced  to  writing  signed 
by  defendant,  may  show  that  the  contract  made  by  defendant 
and  B.  was  merely  an  option.  Brawn  v.  Wisner  (Wash.  Sup. 
W),  99  P.  68L 

Sec.  691b.    Evidence  showing  contract  an  option  and  not  a  sale. 

The  rule  excluding  parol  evidence  to  vary  a  written  contract 
obtains  only  between  the  parties  thereto,  or  their  successors 
in  interest,  so  that  defendant,  in  an  action  for  a  broker's  com- 
missions for  procuring  a  purchaser  by  B  of  land  from  de- 
fendant, may  show  that  the  contract  between  B.  and  defendant, 
even  though  in  form  one  of  sale,  was  merely  an  option  and 
net  acted  on  by  B.    Brown  v.  Wisner,  51  Wash.  509,  99  P.  581. 

Sec.  692.  That  defendant  sold  premises  before  sale  by  plaintiff 
inadmissible  under  a  general  denial. 
Where  the  answer  is  a  general  denial,  the  issue  presented  by 
the  pleading  is  the  truth  of  the  allegations  of  the  petition ;  under 
such  an  issue  affirmative  proof  in  favor  of  the  defendant  cannot 
be  received,  and  an  instruction  submitting  such  proof  to  the 
jury  is  erroneous;  hence,  evidence  offered  by  defendant  that 
he  sold  the  premises  to  other  parties  before  the  sale  by  plaintiff 
is  inadmissible.  Griffith  v.  Woolworth,  44  N.  W.  1137,  28 
Neb.  715. 

Sec.  692a.    Owner  rendering  himself  nnable  to  perf<Hrm  no 
defense  to  broker's  action  for  commission. 

Where  a  contract  employing  plaintiff,  the  agent  of  defendant, 
to  sell  certain  lands,  provided  that  plaintiff  should  be  entitled  to 
a  commission  whether  the  property  was  sold  by  himself  or  an- 
other, the  fact  that  defendant  renders  himself  unable  to  perform 
the  contract  is  no  defense  to  an  action  for  a  commission.  Van 
Patten  v.  Tdber,  130  N.  Y.  Sup.  1056,  71  Misc.  Eep.  610. 
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Owner  cannot  defeat  an  action  for  a  broker's  commission  by 
the  claim  that  the  contract  with  the  prospective  purchaser  was 
imsatisfactoryy  where  his  only  excuse  for  not  accepting  it  was 
that  he  had  already  sold  to  another.  Paulsen  r.  Bourke,  145  P. 
711,  26  Colo.  App.  488- 

Seo.  693.    Defense  of  coUnsioii  with  propoied  purchaser  and 
bad  faith  allowable. 

In  an  action  for  broker's  services,  an  answer  alleging  that 
the  proposed  purchaser  was  plaintiff's  uncle,  and  that  they 
entered  into  collusion,  whereby  the  uncle  was  to  pretend  to 
defendant  that  he  was  ready  and  vrilling  to  purchase  the  land 
and  pay  for  the  same  in  cash,  and  that  defendant  under  the 
belief  that  the  proposed  purchaser  was  acting  in  good  faith 
fixed  a  day  and  place  for  the  execution  of  the  deed,  when 
plaintiff  and  his  uncle  questioned  the  description  for  the  pur- 
pose of  delay,  and  that  before  the  adjourned  day  fixed  for  the 
execution  of  the  deed,  defendant  was  informed  that  the  pro- 
posed purchaser  would  not  take  the  land,  until  he  had  had  an 
opportunity  of  reinspecting  it,  which  he  never  did,  stated  a 
sufficient  defense.  McAfee  v.  Bending,  36  Ind.  App.  628,  76 
N.  E.  412. 

Sec.  693a.  Defense  of  ftaudnlent  representations  of  agent 
available  against  his  assignee. 
It  is  a  good  defense  for  procuring  a  contract  for  defendant 
that  the  services  were  rendered  without  any  effort  or  infiuence 
of  plaintiff's  assignor,  and  that  the  agreement  relied  on  by 
plaintiff  was  induced  by  his  assignor's  fraudulent  representa- 
tions.   Sand  V.  Kenny  Mfg.  Co,,  113  N.  Y.  S.  972. 

Sec.  693b.    Voluntary  payment  by  the  defrauded  party  no 
defense  to  agent  sued  for  the  deceit  and  fraud. 

The  voluntary  payment  of  the  balance  of  the  price  of  the 
mine  bought  by  his  agent,  after  the  purchaser  entered  into 
and  partly  executed  the  contract  to  buy  the  property,  is  no 
defense  to  the  agent  sued  for  deceit  and  fraud  in  the  trans- 
action. Oi.  Western  Oold  Co.  v.  Chambers  (Cal.  Sup.  '09), 
101  P.  6. 
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8eo.  894.  After  contract  accepted  by  vendor  latter  can  not 
plead  irresponsibility  of  pnrchaaer  to  action  by  broker  for 
fees. 

Where  a  broker,  under  a  general  contract  of  employment  to 
sell  real  estate,  obtained  a  purchaser  satisfactory  to  his  principal 
who  made  an  enforceable  contract  of  sale,  without  being  induced 
so  to  do  by  any  representations  of  the  broker  as  to  the  pur- 
chaser's responsibility,  and  without  any  bad  faith  on  the 
broker's  part,  the  latter  was  entitled  to  commissions,  though, 
without  the  principal's  fault,  the  vendee  failed  to  perform  the 
contract  of  sale,  because  of  the  lack  of  sufficient  financial  respon- 
sibility at  the  time  the  contract  was  executed.  Alt  v.  Doscher, 
186  N.  Y.  566,  79  N.  E.  1100;  J.  B.  Watkin's  Ld.  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Thetford  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '06),  96  S.  W.  72;  Sanderson  v.  WeOs- 
ford  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '09),  116  S.  W.  382.  Contra,  Dotson  v. 
Milliken,  27  App.  (D.  C),  500;  Oa.  Iron  &  Coal  Co.  v.  Rogers, 
Brown  &  Co.,  77  S.  E.  213,  12  Ga.  App.  429.  See  also  Sees.  726, 
842. 

Sec.  694a.  Proofs  available  to  defendant  under  his  denial  that 
customer  was  able  to  exchange. 

In  an  action  by  brokers  for  services  in  negotiating  an  exchange 
of  real  property,  which  was  not  carried  out,  even  if  plaintiffs 
made  prima  fade  proof  of  title  in  the  customer  offered  by  them, 
defendant  under  his  denial  that  the  customer  was  able  to  ex- 
change, could  prove  that  he  was  not  able,  because  he  had  no  title 
to  part  of  the  real  property  proposed  to  be  exchanged,  and  that 
it  was  incumbered  by  a  party-wall  which  made  it  unmarketable. 
Mutchnick  v.  Davi^,  114  K  Y.  S.  997. 

Sec.  694b.  Denial  of  purchaser's  financial  ability  not  an  ex- 
cuse for  owner's  failure  to  pay  broker's  commission. 

The  contention  that  plaintiff  did  not  procure  a  purchaser 
ready^  willing  and  able  to  pay  on  the  terms  agreed  upon;  held, 
not  to  excuse  defendant  owner  from  completing  the  sale,  where 
neither  plaintiff  nor  the  purchaser  insisted  on  the  terms  to  which 
defendant  objected.  Putnam  Inv.  Co.  v.  King,  150  P.  559,  9C 
Kan.  109. 
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Sec.  896.  Answer  averriiig  willingneM  to  idl  on  tenns  set 
forth  states  no  defense. 
In  an  action  to  recover  an  agent's  commissions  for  finding 
a  purchaser  of  real  estate,  where  the  plaintiff  alleged  that 
defendant  had  agreed  to  pay  a  certain  sum  for  the  finding  of 
a  purchaser  at  $100  per  acre,  and  that  plaintiff  found  such 
purchaser,  who  offered  to  purchase  and  pay  for  the  land  either 
in  cash  or  on  such  terms  as  the  defendant  might  desire  as  to 
payment,  an  answer  denying  that  defendant  ever  employed 
plaintiff,  but  averring  a  willingness  to  sell  and  convey  to  the 
alleged  purchaser  at  $100  per  acre,  payable  in  five  equal  install- 
ments, bearing  interest  at  ten  per  cent,  per  annum  until  paid, 
principal  and  interest  to  constitute  part  of  the  purchase  price 
of  the  land,  constitutes  no  defense  to  the  action,  the  allegation 
in  the  complaint  that  the  purchaser  offered  such  terms  as  the 
defendant  might  desire  as  to  payment  being  mere  surplusage. 
Outhne  v.  Bright,  26  Ky.  L.  R.  1021,  82  S.  W.  985. 

Sec.  89B&  It  is  no  defense  that  the  broker  agreed  to  divide 
his  commissions  with  third  persons. 
It  is  no  defense  to  an  action  for  commissions  on  a  sale  of 
land  that  the  broker  agreed  with  third  persons  that  they  should 
all  endeavor  to  make  a  sale,  and  would  divide  the  commissions 
in  the  event  thereof.  Ross  v.  Carr,  (N.  M.  Sup.  '09),  103  P.  307. 
Compare  Sec.  922. 

Sec  696b.    No  defense  to  action  for  commission  that  broker 
did  not  give  owner  the  name  of  purchaser. 

That  a  broker  did  not  notify  owner  of  the  name  of  the  pros- 
pective purchaser;  held,  no  defense  to  an  action  for  a  commission. 
Reich  V.  Workman,  161  S.  W.  180,  110  Ark.  140. 

Sec.  696c.    Broker  sued  for  fraud  in  effecting  sale  can  noV 
plead  that  he  received  no  benefit  therefrom. 

An  agent  sued  for  fraudulent  misrepresentation  in  effecting  a 
sale  can  not  defend  on  the  ground  that  he  received  no  personal 
benefit,  and  has  paid  over  the  entire  purchase  price  to  his  priD- 
cipal.    Haener  v.  McKenzie,  154  N.  W.  69,  188  Mich.  27. 
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Seo.  096.  Under  general  denial  can  prove  contract  made  and 
non-performance  by  plaintiff. 

In  an  action  on  an  express  contract  for  commissions  for  pro- 
curing purchasers  of  land,  the  defendant  was  entitled  nnder  a 
general  denial  to  offer  testimony,  not  only  denying  the  contract 
as  claimed,  but  also  proving  the  contract  which  they  in  fact 
made,  and  non-performance  thereof  by  the  plaintiff.  Tracey  Land 
Co.  V.  Polk,  etc.  Co.,  131  Iowa,  40,  107  N.  W.  1029;  Harris  v. 
Moore,  134  Iowa,  704,  112  N.  W.  163;  Weaoer  ▼.  Richards,  156 
Mich.  320.    Compare  Sec.  682. 

Sec.  696a.  Evidence  that  owner  promised  ccmuniasion  to 
broker  if  farm  sold  without  his  personal  sale  admissible 
without  being  specially  pleaded. 

In  an  action  for  broker's  commission,  evidence  that  defendant 
offered  to  help  advertise  the  farm,  and  stated  that  if  any  one 
came  plaintiff  should  take  charge  of  him  and  he  would  get  his 
commission  just  the  same,  was  admissible,  though  not  pleaded,  to 
show  scope  of  agency.  Boss  v.  Major,  163  S.  W.  880,  178  Mo. 
App.  431. 

Sec.  697.  Statute  of  firauds  not  available  as  a  defense  to  ac- 
tion by  broker  for  commissions. 

In  an  action  to  recover  commissions  or  compensation  for  a 
sale  of  land  by  a  broker,  that  the  contract  with  the  broker  was 
within  the  statute  of  frauds  is  no  defense.  Stephens  v.  Bailey, 
149  Ala.  256,  42  S.  740;  Kepner  v.  Ford  (N.  Dak.  Sup.  '07),  111 
N.  W.  619;  Pope  v.  Caddell,  31  Ky.  L.  R.  412,  102  S.  W.  327; 
Bailey  v.  Padgett,  70  S.  637,  196  Ala.  293. 

Sec.  698.  Answer  that  ''sale  was  not  consummated  and  ]dain- 
tiif  not  entitled  to  recover''  no  defense. 

In  an  action  to  recover  a  commission  for  a  sale  of  defendant's 
property,  an  allegation  in  the  answer  that  the  sale  ^'was  not  con- 
summated, by  reason  of  which  plaintiffs  are  not  entitled  to  re* 
cover  of  defendants,''  states  no  defense,  as  such  failure  may  have 
resulted  from  defendants^  fault,  they  having  admitted  that  plain- 
tiff furnished  them  a  purchaser.  Atterbury  v.  Hopkins,  122  Mow 
App.  172,  99  S.  W.  11. 


I 


PLEADINGS^  PBAOnOB^  BTO.  635 

Seo.  098a.  Where  defendant  released  party  to  ezchange^  he 
can  not  plead  that  time  to  pay  note  due  on  sale  has  not 
expired. 

Where  an  owner  who  gam  his  note  to  a  broker  for  commission 
for  procuring  an  exchange  of  land,  npon  an  agreement  that  the 
broker  should  wait  xmtil  the  owner  sold  the  farm  received  in  ex- 
change, released  the  other  party  from  the  agreement  to  exchange, 
he  can  not  claim  that  the  time  for  paying  the  note  had  not  ex- 
pired.   Ooldberry  v.  Thomas,  165  S.  W.  1179,  178  Mo.  App.  834. 

Sec  689.  To  establish  illegality  of  oral  appointment  of  bro- 
ker the  defense  mnst  be  specially  pleaded. 

When,  in  an  action  for  commissions  earned  by  a  broker  nnder 
an  oral  contract  of  employment  to  procure  a  purchaser  of  real 
estate,  no  illegality  in  the  contract  appeared  on  the  face  of  the 
complaint  or  in  the  evidence  to  sustain  the  action,  the  defense 
that  under  the  penal  code  a  written  authorization  to  procure  a 
purchaser  of  real  estate  is  necessary  must  to  be  available  be  spe- 
cially pleaded.  Strunshi  v.  Geiger,  101  N.  Y.  S.  786,  52  Misc. 
134.  Compare  Jamison  v.  Hyde,  141  Cal.  109,  74  P.  695.  Sec. 
668. 

Sec.  099a.  On  owner's  breach,  no  defense  that  broker's  com^ 
missions  depended  on  consummation  of  sale. 

Where  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  real  property  procured  by  a 
broker  was  not  consummated,  owing  to  the  vendor's  default,  that 
it  had  been  Orally  agreed  between  the  vendor  and  the  broker  thai 
no  commission  should  be  paid  unless  the  sale  was  consummated, 
was  no  defense  to  the  broker's  right  to  recover  compensation. 
McLane  v.  Petty,  159  S.  W.  891. 

Sec.  700.  Where  agent  acted  for  both  parties  by  consent, 
allegation  of  bad  faith  by  defendant  states  no  defence. 

The  only  fraud  charged  by  the  answer,  in  an  action  by  real 
estate  agents  for  commissions  for  trading  defendant's  land  being 
that  plaintiffs  were  in  the  employ  of  the  other  party  to  the 
trade  when  they  were  employed  by  defendants,  which  fact  of 
dual  employment  plaintiffs  by  their  reply  admitted  and  justi- 
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fied  on  the  ground  that  it  was  with  the  knowledge  and  consent 
of  both  parties,  defendants  cannot  avail  themselves  of  the 
defense  that  plaintiffs  acted  in  bad  faith  toward  both  parties 
by  each  attempting  to  testify  as  to  the  value  of  the  land  of 
the  other.    CooTc  v.  Piatt,  126  Mo.  App.  553,  104  S.  W.  1131. 

Sec.  700a.  Broker's  refusal  to  pay  part  of  costs  no  defense  to 
action  for  his  ccmimissions. 
Where  a  broker  bound  a  purchaser  by  an  enforceable  contract, 
the  broker's  refusal  to  fulfill  a  promise  to  pay  one-half  of  the 
costs  of  the  seller's  suit  to  enforce  the  contract  was  no  defense 
to  the  broker's  right  to  commissions.  Pinkerton  v.  Hudson 
(Ark.  Sup.  '08),  113  S.  W.  35. 

Sec.  701.    Put  in  issue  by  general  denial,  and  not  necessary  to 
plead  sale  not  consummated. 

"Where,  in  an  action  for  a  real  estate  broker's  commissions 
to  be  paid  on  securing  a  purchaser,  plaintiff  relied  upon  an 
agreement  for  a  sale  made  by  the  owner  to  a  prospective  pur- 
chaser secured  by  the  broker,  it  was  not  necessary  for  the  owner 
to  plead  that  the  contract  was  not  consummated  by  a  sale, 
his  general  denial  putting  in  issue  the  fact  of  a  sale,  that  being 
necessary  to  entitle  the  broker  to  recover.  Wilson  v.  EUis,  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.  '08),  106  S.  W.  1152;  Arthur  v.  Porter  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.  '09),  116  S.  W.  127. 

Sec.  702.    That  interest  terms  differed  no  defense  where  plain- 
tiff offered  to  pay  the  difference. 

Where  brokers  procured  a  purchaser  ready,  able  and  willing 
to  purchase  on  defendant's  terms,  it  was  no  defense  to  an 
action  for  commissions  that  the  memorandum  of  sale  did  not 
provide  for  exactly  the  same  interest  terms  that  defendant  de- 
manded, plaintiffs  having  offered  at  the  time  to  pay  the  differ- 
ence. Bicker  v.  Post,  110  N.  Y.  S.  79, 125  App.  Div.  607.  Com- 
pare, Young  v.  Buhwedel,  119  Mo.  App.  231,  96  S.  W.  228. 

Sec.  703.    Averment  not  objectionable  as  amounting  to  the  gen- 
eral issue. 

A  plea  to  a  declaration  by  real  estate  brokers  for  commissions 
averring  that  the  brokers  did  not  sell  the  property  to  the  pur- 
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chasers  named  for  the  owners  for  the  amounts  named,  and  that 
the  purchasers  did  not  pay  the  owners  such  amount  for  the 
property,  and  that  the  owners  never  were  indebted  as  averred, 
was  not  bad  as  amounting  only  to  the  general  issue,  as  a  plea 
is  not  objectionable  on  that  ground,  unless  it  sets  up  matters 
of  fact  merely  amounting  to  a  denial  of  such  allegations  in 
the  declaration  as  on  general  issue  would  have  to  be  proved  to 
support  the  case.  8eff  v.  Brotman,  70  A.  106,  108  Md.  278; 
Bradley  v.  Blandin,  104  A.  11,  —  Vt.  Sup.  — . 

Seo.  703a.   Improper  defenses. 

(1)  Owners  having  terminated  broker's  negotiations  with  a 
prospective  customer,  and  themselves  obtained  an  option  directly, 
from  him;  held,  not  entitled  to  plead  the  terms  of  such  contract 
as  a  defense  to  the  broker's  right  to  commissions.  Duncan  v. 
Parker,  142  P.  657,  81  Wash.  340,  L.  B.  A.  1915  A,  804. 

(2)  That  a  broker  employed  to  sell  lands,  under  a  general 
contract,  made  a  sale  at  a  price  lower  than  that  originally  de- 
manded, is  no  defense  in  his  action  to  recover  commissions  under 
an  ordinary  agency  contract.  Lamer  v.  Harvey,  156  N.  W.  427, 
189  Mich.  249. 

(3)  It  is  no  defense  to  an  action  by  an  agent  to  recover  com- 
mission for  selling  real  estate,  that  the  principal  does  not  hold 
title  to  the  land.  Sturgeon  v.  Culver,  124  P.  419,  87  Kan.  404, 
Ann.  Cas.  1913  E,  341. 

(4)  Where  defendant  had  voluntarily,  without  the  plaintiff 
broker's  consent,  released  the  purchaser,  refusal  of  the  purchaser 
to  buy  the  property  was  not  available  as  a  defense.  Swift  v. 
Moore,  82  S.  E.  914,  15  Oa.  App.  254. 

(5)  Where  the  owners  agreed  to  accept  a  certain  sum  in  lieu 
of  performance  of  a  contract  procured  by  the  defendant  brokers; 
held,  that  they  could  not,  as  against  defendants,  deny  that  pay- 
ment of  such  sum  was  equivalent  to  performance.  Davis  v.  Rose- 
herry,  148  P.  629,  95  Kan.  411. 

(6)  Fraudulent  misrepresentation  made  by  a  broker  after  de- 
fendant is  brought  to  contract  an  exchange,  will  not  constitute  a 
defense  to  a  suit  for  commission  for  procuring  a  customer  ready, 
willing  and  able  to  trade,  but  with  whom  principal  refused  to 
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carry  out  a  contract  for  an  exchange.    Duncan  y.  Turner,  154  S. 
W.  816,  171  Mo.  App.  661. 

(7)  In  an  action  for  commission  for  a  sale  of  land  under  a 
written  option  to  buy  at  a  fixed  price,  it  is  no  defense  that  the 
broker  was  also  paid  a  commission  by  the  purchaser  to  whom  he 
assigned  his  option.  Bunnison  v.  Morrison,  76  S.  E.  457,  71  W. 
Va.  254. 

(8)  If,  after  having  made  a  valid  agreement  for  an  exchange 
of  property,  one  party  arbitrarily  decides  not  to  fulfil  the  agree- 
ment, he  can  not  plead  such  change  of  mind  against  the  broker 
in  an  action  for  commission.  Neuer  v.  Jaffe,  165  N.  Y.  Sup. 
113,  179  App.  Div.  37. 

(9)  Though  broker's  contract  provided  for  payment  of  com- 
missions only  when  deeds  for  exchange  of  properties  were  deliv- 
ered, and  excepting,  if  exchange  of  deeds  was  prevented  through 
fault  of  the  principal,  and  broker  had  fully  performed,  want  of 
exchange  was  no  defense  to  claim  for  commission.  Phelps  v. 
Monroe,  165  N.  W.  471,  —  Wis.  Sup.  — . 

(10)  In  an  action  for  commissions  on  a  purchase  of  real  es- 
tate, imder  a  contract  by  which  the  plaintiff  was  to  receive  one 
dollar  per  acre  for  his  services,  in  consideration  of  which  he  was 
to  do  all  necessary  work  and  secure  a  good  title  to  the  premises, 
the  defendant  cannot  set  up  as  a  defense  that  the  plaintiff  was 
serving  two  masters,  inasmuch  as  he  was  trustee  for  certain  bond- 
holders, who  were  the  virtual  owners  of  the  property,  if  it  appears 
that  the  plaintiff's  connection  with  the  bondholders  had  ceased  at 
the  time  of  the  purchase.  Walker  v.  Brown,  64  Pa.  Super.  Ct. 
159. 

(11)  In  an  action  for  commissions  for  making  an  oil  and  gas 
lease,  it  was  no  defense  that  agent  did  not  procure  a  written  lease 
where  non-performance  of  lease  was  due  to  lessor's  own  act. 
Strickland  v.  Palmer,  172  P.  932,  —  Okl.  Sup.  — . 

(12)  Where  an  executor,  who  was  also  a  real  estate  broker, 
proposed  to  sell  property  belonging  to  a  devisee  on  commission, 
that  the  owner  was  represented  by  an  attorney,  who  dealt  with 
the  broker,  constituted  no  defense  as  against  a  charge  of  bad 
faith  on  the  broker's  part  in  failing  to  give  information  as  to  the 
value  of  the  land.  McCulley  v.  Bivers,  170  N.  W.  24,  200  Mich. 
417. 
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(13)  In  an  action  by  superintendent  of  apartment  honse,  in 
which  defendant  had  an  apartment,  for  commission  for  his  pro- 
curing a  sub-lessee  of  defendant's  apartment,  defendant  could  not 
defend  on  the  ground  that  if  any  commission  was  earned  it  be- 
longed to  plaintiff's  employer,  that  being  a  matter  between  plain- 
tiff and  his  employer,  and  no  concern  of  defendant.  Cadman  v. 
Garcia,  182  N.  Y.  Sup.  797. 

Sec  70Sb.    Defense  not  properly  pleaded. 

(1)  Brokers  who  procured  a  purchaser  who  signed  a  contract, 
but  refused  to  execute  because  of  a  shortage  of  three  feet  in  the 
dimensions  specified  in  the  contract  of  sale,  which  corresponded 
with  the  contract  of  employment  of  the  brokers,  are  entitled  to 
their  commissions,  notwithstanding  a  claim  of  defendant  that  the 
brokers  knew  the  actual  dimensions  when  employed,  where  such 
defense  was  not  pleaded.  Sokoldki  v.  Blie&tift,  129  N.  Y.  Sup.  26. 

See.  703o.    Sufficient  defenses. 

(1)  In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  to  recover  commission, 
an  affidavit  of  defense  is  sufficient  which  avers  that  the  defendant 
agreed  in  writing  to  pay  a  commission  of  5%  of  the  selling  price, 
that  the  plaintiff  furnished  him  with  a  buyer  for  his  property, 
that  in  addition  to  the  written,  there  was  a  verbal  agreement 
made  at  the  same  time,  that  the  plaintiff  was  only  to  receive  his 
commission  in  the  event  of  the  buyer  making  final  settlement,  the 
same  to  be  paid  out  of  the  moneys  paid  by  the  buyer  to  the  de- 
fendant, and  that  the  purchaser,  whom  plaintiff  had  produced, 
had  refused  to  make  final  settlement,  leaving  the  property  still 
entirely  in  the  ownership  of  the  defendant.  Lowenstein  v.  Ifc- 
PeaJc,  48  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  280. 

(2)  The  owner  of  property  dealing  with  a  real  estate  agent  in 
a  matter  of  exchange  of  properties,  may  rely  upon  representations 
by  such  agent  as  to  the  title  to  the  property  to  be  acquired,  and 
may  urge  reliance  upon  such  representations,  if  shown  to  be 
false,  as  a  defense  to  an  action  for  commissions,  without  showing 
that  he  exercised  ordinary  prudence.  Howard  v.  Anderson,  163 
111.  App.  266. 

(3)  The  fact  that  the  truth  as  to  the  broker's  false  representa- 
tions as  to  the  property  to  be  received  by  the  landowner,  under 
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a  contract  of  exchange^  could  have  been  learned  on  inquiry,  did 
not  prevent  them  from  being  a  defense  to  the  broker^s  action 
for  compensation,  the  client  being  entitled  to  rely  on  the  broker's 
statements.    Duncan  v.  Turner,  154  S.  W.  816,  171  Mo.  App.  661. 

(4)  Under  Rev.  Civ.  Stat.  1911,  Art.  1829,  the  issue  of  rati- 
fication of  unauthorized  terms  of  a  broker's  contract  of  sale  held 
raised,  in  an  action  for  commission,  by  the  allegation  of  the 
answer  that  defendant  refused  to  accept  said  terms,  and  to  that 
extent  repudiated  the  contract.  Wihon  v.  Burch,  162  S.  W.  1018, 
—  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

(5)  An  answer  to  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions  for  fur- 
nishing a  purchaser,  which  denied  each  and  every  allegation  of 
the  petition,  in  specific  terms,  and  alleged  that  it  was  agreed  that 
if  plaintiff  produced  a  purchaser  who  would  "purchase**  and 
"pay**  for  the  property  at  a  certain  price,  then  the  defendant 
would  pay  plaintiff  the  sum  of  $6,000,  "the  difference  between  the 
price  for  which  plaintiff  was  willing  to  sell  and  the  price  plain- 
tiff represented  the  purchaser  produced  by  him  would  pay  there- 
for; held  to  allege  a  special  contract  and  not  to  admit  the  con- 
tract of  employment  alleged  in  the  petition,  which  was  based  on 
the  general  rule  that  a  broker  is  entitled  to  compensation  when 
he  furnishes  a  purchaser  ready,  willing  and  able  to  perform. 
Murphy  v.  W.  &  F.  lAne  Stock  Co.,  189  P.  857,  —  Wyo.  Sup.  — . 

(6)  In  an  action  for  a  real  estate  broker*s  commission,  an  an- 
swer admitting  the  listing  of  the  property  with  plaintiff  to  find 
a  purchaser,  and  alleging  that  defendant,  before  notice  by  plain- 
tiff that  he  had  found  a  purchaser,  had  sold  the  property  to  an- 
other, was  not  demurrable  as  failing  to  state  a  defense.  Haggart 
V.  King,  190  P.  763,  —  Kan.  Sup.  — . 

Sec.  703d.    Insufficient  defenses. 

(1)  In  an  action  for  broker's  commission,  facts  held  insuffi- 
cient to  establish  a  defense  of  double-dealing  on  plaintiff's  part 
which  would  bar  his  right  to  commissions.  Bldkely  v.  Waller  £ 
Holz  Co.,  167  S.  W.  1170,  180  Mo.  App.  176. 

(2)  In  an  action  for  a  broker's  commission  for  procuring  a 
purchaser  to  negotiate  with  defendants,  without  disclosing  that  he 
was  plaintifPs  customer,  held  insufficient.  Handley  v.  Shaffer, 
59  S.  286,  177  Ala.  636. 
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(3)  In  realty  broker's  action  for  commissions  for  having  pro- 
cured sale,  defendant's  answer,  facts  not  showing  affirmatively 
plaintiff  procured  the  sale  as  made,  but  negativing  it  was  so  pro- 
cured, alleging  specifically  facts  in  connection  with  charge  of 
double  agency  which  constituted  defense;  held,  not  subject  to  ex- 
ception on  ground  it  did  not  negative  plaintiff  was  procuring 
cause  of  sale.  Buck  v.  Woodson,  209  S.  W.  344,  —  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  — . 

(4)  In  land-broker's  action  on  commission  notes,  in  which 
owners  seek  to  avoid  liability  and  counterclaim  for  damages  upon 
ground  of  broker's  misrepresentation  as  to  the  value  of  property 
received  in  exchange;  held,  that  answer  failed  to  plead  that  prop- 
erty received  in  exchange  was  not  worth  as  much  as  property  re- 
ceived in  return  therefor.  Stouffer  v.  Eymann,  183  P.  210,  — » 
Cal.  App.  — . 

(5)  An  answer,  in  an  action  by  a  broker  to  recover  compensa- 
tion, admitted  that  defendant  listed  real  estate  with  the  plaintiff 
and  signed  a  contract,  and  that  defendant  had  great  confidence 
in  plaintiff,  but  that  defendant,  after  he  had  signed  the  contract, 
learned  that  plaintiff  had  also  represented  other  parties  in  the 
transaction  and  prepared  the  contract  of  sale,  was  not  sufficient 
as  a  charge  of  fraud.  Eichmeier  v.  Oeddes,  126  N.  E.  859,  — 
Ind.  App.  — . 

(6)  In  an  action  on  a  promissory  note,  an  answer  which  al- 
leged that  the  note  was  given  to  pay  plaintiff  a  commission  for 
a  sale  of  land  to  defendant,  and  that  after  defendant  acquired  the 
land  he  learned  that  plaintiff  was  not  authorized  by  the  vendor 
to  represent  her  in  making  the  sale,  is  insufficient  to  show  want 
of  consideration,  since  the  sale  to  defendant  by  the  vendor  rati- 
fied plaintiffs  acts  if  they  were  unauthorized.  Troiti  v.  Neamjf, 
105  S.  E.  443,  —  S.  C.  Sup.  — . 

Sec.  703e.    Proof  necessary  to  establish  defense. 

(1)  Where  duality  of  real  estate  agency  is  relied  on  as  a  de- 
fense to  an  agent's  action,  defendant  must  prove  not  only  the 
duality  of  the  agency,  but  that  same  was  not  known  to  both  par- 
ties.   Bellew  V.  Ware  &  Harper,  84  S.  E.  697,  10  6a.  App.  149. 

(2)  In  an  action  to  recover  commissions  by  one  who  has  been 
employed  as  an  agent  to  effect  certain  resales,  a  defense  which 
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consists  of  a  charge  that  such  agent  had  made  certain  secret  on* 
lawful  profits,  in  connection  with  his  employment,  calculated  u> 
defeat  a  recoveiy,  must  be  established  by  a  preponderance  of  the 
evidence.    Windsor  v.  KeUey  Coal  Co.,  147  HI.  App.  451. 

Sec  703f  •   What  may  be  proved  vnder  a  general  deniaL 

(1)  Under  a  general  denial,  in  an  action  for  broker^s  commis- 
sions, defendant  could  show,  in  the  absence  of  express  objection, 
that  he  and  plaintiff  were  closely  related,  so  as  to  raise  a  pre- 
sumption that  plaintiff's  services  were  gratuitous.  Carl  v.  Wol^ 
cott,  166  S.  W.  334,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

Sec  703g.    Ck>nfliot  between  answer  and  anawen  to  apeeial 
interrugatorief* 

(1)  Answers  to  special  interrogatories  that  defendant  agreed 
to  pay  plaintiffs  half  the  commissions  derived  by  defendant  from 
the  sale  of  any  land  to  persons  sent  from  plaintifb  to  defendai?t; 
held,  to  conflict  with  answers  that  the  agreement  for  compensa- 
tion was  merely  to  make  a  fair  division  of  the  profits.  Trice  S 
Ludolph  V.  Cone,  163  S.  W.  587,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 


Sec  YOSh.    Allegation  snffloient  to  permit  introdnetton  of 
timony  in  absence  of  demurrer. 

(1)  In  an  action  for  commissions  by  a  firm  of  real  estate  bro- 
kers, plea  that  defendant  owners  voluntarily  consummated  sale 
with  purchaser  produced  by  plaintiff  firm  on  terms  dissimilar  to 
those  specified  by  owners,  though  general,  was  sufficient  to  permit 
introduction  of  testimony,  in  absence  of  demurrer  raising  it. 
Hoddle  V.  Malone  Beai  Estate  Co.,  196  S.  W.  847,  —  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  — . 
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704,  704a.    What  are  not  depar       "05  to  728e,  inelnsiTe.    Examples 
tures.  on  the  question  of  burden 

of  proof. 

8ec.  704.    What  an  not  departures. 

Where  defendant  agreed  to  pay  conmiifisions  for  sales  of 
lands  to  customers  ''procured"  by  plaintiffs,  an  instruction  that 
defendants  were  liable  if  plaintiffs  ''furnished"  customers,  is 
not  a  departure  from  the  issues  made.  Boyd  v.  Watson,  101 
Iowa  214,  70  N.  W.  120.  A  petition  alleged  that  defendant 
promised  to  pay  plaintiff  and  another  a  commission  for  selling 
defendant's  farm,  but  refused  to  pay  the  same  on  sale  of  the 
farm,  an  amended  petition  alleged  in  the  first  count  that  de- 
fendant had  promised  to  pay  plaintiff  a  commission  for  selling 
the  farm,  but  had  paid  one-half  thereof;  the  second  count  al- 
leged that  defendant  agreed  to  pay  plaintiff  aiid  another  a 
certain  sum  each  for  selling  the  farm,  but  that  on  sale  thereof 
refused  to  pay  plaintiff  his  part  of  the  commissions.  Held,  that 
the  amended  petition  did  not  embrace  a  different  cause  of  action 
from  tiiat  pleaded  in  the  original  petition,  there  being  nothing 
in  either  of  the  pleadings  to  indicate  that  plaintiff  intended  to 
charge  the  existence  of  a  partnership  relation  between  himself 
and  the  other  agent  acting  with  him  in  selling  the  farm.  Sain 
V.  Booney,  125  Mo.  App.  176,  101  S.  W.  1127. 

Sec.  704a.    No  yariance  between  allegations  and  proof. 

In  an  action  to  recover  commissions  for  procuring  a  loan, 
there  is  no  yariance  between  an  allegation  that  plaintiff  pro- 
cured a  loan  for  defendant,  and  evidence  that  at  defendant's 
request  and  on  his  promise  to  pay  a  commission,  plaintiff  pro- 
cured a  loan  to  be  made  by  a  corporation  formed  by  defendant, 
and  a  common  count  that  plaintiff  performed  work  for  defend- 
ant, of  the  price  and  value  of  a  certain  sum,  authorized  a  finding 
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that  defendant  agreed  to  pay  plaintiff  the  usual  oommissions  or 
the  reasonable  value  of  his  services.  Williams  v.  Clowes,  75  Conn. 
155,  52  A.  820. 

Sec.  706.    Burden  of  proof  on  defendant  tliat  broker's  an- 
thority  was  revoked. 

One  who  has  given  a  broker  authority  until  further  notice  to 
sell  land  has  the  burden  of  proving  that  he  revoked  the  authority 
before  the  broker  found  a  purchaser.  BourJce  v.  Van  Keuren,  20 
Colo.  95,  36  P.  882;  Clements  v.  Stapleton,  136  Iowa,  137,  113 
N.  W.  546;  Bradley  v.  Blandin,  100  A.  920,  91  Vt.  472. 

Sec.  705ft.   Burden  on  defendant  to  show  alleged  abandonment 
of  agency  by  broker. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  compensation  for  finding  a  pur- 
chaser, agency  having  been  proven,  the  burden  was  on  defendant 
to  show  alleged  abandonment.  McFarland  v.  Boucher,  134  N.  W. 
91,  153  Iowa,  716. 

Sec.  706b.    When  double  oommiasion  proved,  burden  on  bro- 
ker to  show  he  was  a  mere  middleman. 

When  contract  of  double  commission  is  proven,  burden  of 
proof  is  on  broker  to  show  that  he  was  a  mere  middleman.  Jon- 
son  V.  Bowen,  164  N.  W.  4,  37  N.  D.  352. 

Sec.  706.    Burden  on  plaintiff  to  show  donble  employment 
was  with  defendant's  knowledge  and  consent. 

The  burden  of  showing  that  one  employing  a  broker  to  find 
a  customer  to  exchange  real  estate  with  him  had  notice  that  the 
broker  was  to  receive  a  commission  from  the  customer  is  on  the 
broker.  Hannan  v.  Prenii^,  124  Mich.  417,  83  N.  W.  102 ;  Rob- 
inson V.  CJocJc,  55  K  T.  S.  976,  38  App.  Div.  67 ;  Stapp  v.  Qod- 
frey,  139  N.  W.  158,  168  Iowa,  376;  Thomas  v.  Wychoff,  174  K 
W.  26,  —  Iowa  Sup.  — .  Compare  Redmond  v.  Henhe,  137  Iowa, 
228,  114  N.  W.  885. 
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Sec  706a.    Borden  on  broker  to  show  not  only  that  the  sellir 
knew  of  doable  agency,  but  the  pnrdiaaer  as  well. 

"Whenever  a  real  estate  broker,  who  is  representing  the  pur- 
chaser may  recover  commissions  from  the  seller,  the  broker 
must  prove,  not  only  that  the  seller,  but  the  purchaser  as  well, 
was  aware  of  his  double  agency,  and  that  the  trade  was  made 
with  such  knowledge.  Denisan  v.  Oault,  132  Mo.  App.  301,  111 
S.  W.  844.    See  also  Sec.  559. 

Sec.  707.    Burden  of  agent's  want  of  authority  is  on  party 
making  allegation. 

The  burden  of  proving  want  of  authority,  where  the  agent 
executes  a  contract  in  the  name  of  the  principal,  lies  on  the 
party  claiming  the  want  of  authority.  Plumb  v.  MUk,  19  Barb. 
(N.  T.),  74.  This  conflicts  with  the  rule  in  actions  brought  by 
alleged  agents  to  recover  commissions.    See  Sec.  712. 

Sec.  708.    Burden  is  on  agent  to  establish  fairness  in  transac- 
tion. 

The  burden  of  proof  is  on  the  agent  to  establish  his  fairness 
in  the  transaction.  Bubidoeux  v.  Parks,  48  Cal.  215;  Brown 
V.  Past,  1  Hun  (N.  T.),  303;  Neely  v.  Anderson,  2  Strob.  (S. 
C.)  Eq.  262;  Gondii  v.  Blackwell,  22  N.  J.  £q.  481;  Alwood  v. 
Mansfield,  59  111.  496 ;  Hanna  v.  Haynes,  42  Wash.  284,  84  P. 
861;  Walker  v.  Carrington,  74  111.  446;  Lienwen  v.  Kline  (Iowa 
Sup.  '09),  120  N.  W.  312.  Contra,  Buckingham  v.  Harris,  10 
Colo.  455,  15  P.  817;  Pollatschek  v.  Goodwin,  40  N.  Y.  682, 
17  Misc.  587. 

Sec.  709.    Burden  of  proof  as  to  knowledge  on  part  of  prin- 
cipal of  dual  agency. 

The  burden  of  proving  knowledge  on  the  part  of  the  principal, 
in  some  States,  rests  on  the  agent.  Young  v.  Trainor,  158  111. 
428,  42  N.  B.  139 ;  Lynch  v.  Fallon,  11  R.  I.  311 ;  Jansen  v. 
Williams,  36  Neb.  869,  56  N.  W.  279;  Leno  v.  Stewart,  95  A. 
539,  89  Vt.  286,  Ann.  Cas.  1917  A,  509.  In  Gteorgia,  the  burden 
of  proving  knowledge  on  the  part  of  the  principal  rests  on  the 
latter,  and  when  dual  agency  was  relied  on  it  was  necessary  for 
the  defendants  to  prove  not  only  the  fact  of  such  agency^  but 
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that  the  same  was  not  known  to  both  parties.  Bed  Cypress  Lum- 
her  Co.  v.  Perry,  118  Qa.  876,  46  S.  E.  674;  Hansley  v.  Monroe, 
103  Ga.  279,  29  S.  B.  928. 

The  burden  of  the  defense  against  the  owner's  possible  donble 
liability  to  each  of  two  brokers  with  whom  he  had  independently 
contracted  to  pay  a  commission  on  the  procurement  of  a  pur- 
chaser ready,  able  and  willing  to  buy  realty  at  a  specified  price, 
is  on  the  owner.  Alton  £  Peters  v.  Merritt,  177  N.  W.  770,  — 
Minn.  Sup.  — . 

Sea  710.    Burden  on  selling  broker  that  principal  ooneented  to 
the  broker  purchasing  the  property. 

If  an  agent  employed  to  sell  property  buys  it  for  himself,  in 
an  action  for  compensation  the  burden  of  proving  that  the 
principal  had  knowledge  of  the  facts  and  consented  to  the  sale 
irests  on  the  agent.  Janson  y.  WUliams,  36  Neb.  869,  55  N.  W. 
279,  20  L.  R.  A.  207 ;  Grant  v.  Hardy,  33  Wis.  668. 

Sec.  711.    Burden  on  broker  to  prove  authority  of  owner's 
agent  to  employ  him. 

If  the  contract  is  executed  by  the  owner's  agent,  in  order  to 
veoover  commissions  the  broker  must  prove  the  agent's  author- 
ity to  make  it    Siinde  v.  Scharff,  36  Mo.  App.  15. 

Sec.  712.    Broker  bears  the  burden  of  proving  his  employment 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  against  his  principal  for  compensa- 
tion, plaintiff  bears  the  burden  of  proving  by  a  preponderance 
of  the  evidence  that  he  was  employed  by  defendant  to  find  a 
purchaser  and  that  he  found  a  responsible  one.  Hammond  t. 
Mitchell,  61  111.  App.  144;  Harrison  v.  Prestroski,  97  Iowa,  166, 
66  N.  W.  93;  Chilton  v.  Butler,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  150;  Schatzberg 
V.  Orosworth,  84  N.  Y.  S.  259;  Barrel  v.  Veath,  13  K  Y.  St 
738;  Summa  v.  Dereskiawicz  (Conn.  Sup.  '09),  74  A.  906;  BoZ- 
leniine  v.  Mercer,  130  Mo.  App.  605,  109  S.  W.  1037;  Rice  ▼• 
Neuman,  115  N.  Y.  S.  83;  Whitehouse  v.  Gerdis,  145  N".  W.  338, 
95  Neb.  228;  De  Perow  v.  Groomes,  42  App.  D.  C.  287;  Groves  v. 
Oil  Belt  Trac.  Co.,  169  111.  App.  204;  Steinman  v.  Tully,  155  N. 
Y.  Sup.  215;  Wheelan  v.  Hunt,  133  P.  52,  37  Okl.  523;  Barrow 
V.  Newton,  48  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  382 ;  Jackson  v.  Lacy,  102  A.  684, 
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92  Conn.  266;  Balto.  Car  Wheel  Co.  v.  Clark,  104  A.  857,  —  Md. 
Sup.  — ;  Harris  v.  Millikan,  208  S.  W.  633,  —  Mo.  App.  — . 
Compare  Sec.  707. 

Sec.  712ft.    Whftt  broker  miut  show  to  recover  on  aa  implied 
contract. 

A  real  estate  broker  seeking  to  recover  commissions  for  pro- 
curing  a  purchaser  of  real  estate,  under  an  implied  contract, 
must  show  that  he  rendered  his  services  under  an  honest  belief, 
reasonably  indicated  by  the  owner's  conduct,  that  a  request  had 
been  made  of  him  by  the  owner  to  render  the  services,  or  under 
such  circumstances,  in  the  absence  of  a  request,  as  indicated 
that  he  expected  to  be  paid  therefor,  and  that  the  owner,  know- 
ing the  circumstances,  availed  himself  of  the  benefit  of  the 
services  rendered.  Summa  v.  Dereskiawicz,  (Conn.  Sup.  '09), 
74  A.  906. 

A  broker  can  not  recover  for  his  services  without  showing  a 
contract  of  employment,  express  or  implied.  Welsh  £  Oriffin  v. 
Cullenbaugh,  130  N.  W.  792,  150  Iowa,  692;  Einhom  v.  P. 
Derhy  &  Co.,  128  N.  Y.  Sup.  659,  132  N.  Y.  Sup.  327 ;  Kinnon 
V.  Paerschke,  133  K  Y.  Sup.  528,  148  App.  Div.  839;  Bait  v. 
Carpenter,  138  N.  Y.  Sup.  460,  78  Misc.  Eep.  383 ;  Kane  v,  Sher- 
man, 130  K  W.  222,  21  N.  D.  249;  Tarborough  v.  Richardson, 
131  P.  680,  38  Okl.  11;  Loomis  v.  Lea/vell,  134  S.  W.  743,  —  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  — ;  Morrison  Mill  Co.  v.  American  Mercantile  Co.,  133 
P.  1033,  74  Wash.  462. 

A  contract  to  pay  a  real  estate  agent  a  commission,  though 
unilateral  in  its  inception,  becomes  a  valid  and  binding  contract 
when  the  agent  commences  his  efforts  to  sell  the  property.  Han- 
Jon  V.  Dunne,  189  111.  App.  123. 

Any  mining  company  knowing  an  investment  company  was  en- 
deavoring to  sell  its  mine,  acquiescing  in  its  efforts,  and  accept- 
ing offer  of  purchase  procured  by  it,  will  imply  promise  on  min- 
ing company's  part  to  pay  investment  company  the  reasonable 
worth  of  services.  Ham  &  Ham  Lead  &  Zinc  Co.  v.  Catherine 
Lead  Co,,  192  S.  W.  407,  269  Mo.  654. 

Plaintiff,  who  claims  commission  as  broker  in  effecting  a  sale 
of  oil  and  gas  properties  for  defendants,  has  burden  of  proving 
he  was  defendants'  agent  in  the  transaction,  and  that  defendants 
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agreed  to  pay  him  the  amount  claimed.    Levering  t.  Paova  OH 
Co.,  243  P.  553,  156  C.  C.  A.  251. 

Sec.  712b.    Contract  of  employment  of  broker  by  implication. 

While  a  broker  who  voluntarily  brings  a  purchaser  to  the  owner 
of  land  is  not  entitled  to  a  commission,  if  he  endeavors  to  sell 
it  with  the  owner's  knowledge,  there  is  a  sufScient  consideration 
for  the  owner's  promise  to  pay  for  the  broker's  services  when  a 
purchaser  is  procured.  Toland  v.  Williams  &  Wiley,  129  S.  W. 
392,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ;  Wilson  v.  Setm,  166  S.  W.  38,  —  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  — ;  Peters  v.  Riley,  81  S.  B.  530,  73  W.  Va.  785; 
Segnitz  v.  A.  Orossenhach  Co.,  149  N.  W.  159,  158  Wis.  511; 
Rigdon  v.  Moore,  —  N.  E.  901,  226  111.  382;  Roberts  v.  Howe, 
178  111.  App.  18;  Giidgel  v.  Cook,  142  S.  W.  1014,  146  Ky.  439. 

Sec.  7120.    On  finding  purchaser  broker  must  advise  prindpaL 

To  entitle  a  broker  to  a  commission,  where  no  contract  of 
sale  is  executed,  he  must  show  not  only  that  he  procured  a 
person  ready,  able  and  willing  to  purchase,  but  also  that  his 
employer  was  advised  and  given  opportunity  to  complete  a 
sale.    Coppage  v.  Howard,  96  A.  642,  127  Md.  512. 

Sec.  712d.  Statement  by  defendant  to  broker  after  sale 
closed  that  latter  was  agents  insufficient  to  establish 
agency. 

A  statement  by  defendant,  after  the  closing  of  a  sale  of 
real  estate,  in  which  he  referred  to  plaintiff  as  the  agent  pro- 
curing the  purchaser,  does  not  establish  an  express  or  implied 
contract  between  the  parties  that  plaintiff  shall  share  in  the 
commissioDs  received  by  defendant.  Meyer  v.  Burmeister,  136 
N.  W.  1126,  29  S.  D.  458. 

Sec.  712e.  Broker  acting  for  another  in  purchasing  properly 
acquires  no  right  thereby  to  commission  ftom  vendor. 

Where^  a  real  estate  broker,  acting  for  another  who  desires 
to  purchase  real  estate,  approaches  the  owner  of  certain  prop- 
erty, and  negotiates  for  the  purchase  thereof,  no  contract  will 
be  implied  therefrom  on  the  part  of  such  owner  to  pay  the 
broker  for  his  services.    Tureh  v.  Opava,  192  111.  App.  270. 
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See.  713.    Broker  who  olainur  mxuit  prove  exdiudve  rigbt  of 
iale. 

A  real  estate  broker  who  founds  his  right  of  action  for  com- 
missions on  the  owner's  agreement  to  give  him  the  sole  and 
exdusive  right  of  sale  of  the  property,  and  alleges  a  breach  of 
such  agreement  and  a  sale  effected  by  the  owner,  must  prove  that 
such  an  agreement  was  entered  into.  Wychoff  v.  Taylor,  13 
Daly  (N.  Y.)  564.    See  also  Sec.  13. 

Sec.  714.    Broker  must  prove  direct  employment,  ordinary 
agen<7  of  wife  for  husband  inrafBdent. 

To  sustain  an  action  for  commissions,  the  broker  must  show 
direct  employment  by  the  principal  or  a  direct  authority  for 
him  to  treat  with  the  agents  of  the  principal,  and  if  the  agency 
of  a  wife  for  her  husband  be  relied  upon,  special  authority  or 
ratification  must  be  shown.  Harper  v.  Ooodall,  10  Abb.  N. 
Cas.  (N.  T.)  161,  62  How.  Pr.  288;  HarreU  v.  Vieth,  13  N.  Y. 
St  738. 

Sec.  716.    Burden  of  proof  on  defendant  claiming  contract 
signed  conditionally. 

Where  plaintiff,  in  an  action  to  recover  commissions  for  pro- 
curing a  purchaser  for  real  estate,  proves  the  execution  of  the 
contract  of  purchase  which  defendant  claims  was  signed  condi- 
tionally, the  burden  of  proving  such  defense  is  on  the  defendant. 
Folinshee  v.  Sawyer,  36  N.  Y.  S.  405,  15  Misc.  293. 

Sea  715&     In  action  for  procuring  purchaser,  burden  of 
showing  why  contract  failed  not  on  broker. 

In  an  action  for  a  broker's  commission  for  procuring  pur- 
chaser, burden  was  not  on  the  broker  to  show  why  the  contract 
of  sale  was  not  carried  out.    Levin  v.  Lehr,  133  N.  Y.  Sup.  995. 

Sec.  716.    Burden  is  on  plaintiff  to  show  performance  of  obli- 
gations assumed. 

Plaintiff  bears  the  burden  of  proving  that  he  performed  his 
obligation  by  affecting  a  purchase,  procuring  a  responsible  pur- 
chaser or  making  an  enforceable  contract  of  asle  in  accordance 
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with  his  instructions.  Hammond  v.  Mitchell,  61  HI.  App.  144; 
Leahy  v.  Hair,  33  111.  App.  461 ;  Davis  v.  Oassette,  30  111.  App. 
41;  Pratt  v.  HotchJeiss,  10  111.  App.  603;  Peet  v.  Sherwood,  47 
Minn.  347,  60  N.  W.  241,  929 ;  Young  v.  Ruhwedel,  119  Mo.  App. 
231,  96  S.  W.  228;  Kirvin  v.  Barney,  57  K  Y.  S.  812,  27  Misc. 
181;  Kirvin  v.  Barney,  61  N.  T.  S.  122,  29  Misc.  614;  Cooper 
V.  Lawrence,  110  N.  Y.  S.  238;  Oeiger  v.  iTwer  (Colo.  Sup.  *10), 
107  P.  267;  Kalkstein  v.  Jackson,  116  N.  Y.  S.  302;  Abbott  t. 
Lee,  85  A.  526,  86  Conn.  392 ;  West  v.  Hudson,  137  N.  W.  272, 
173  Mich.  553 ;  Henry  v.  Harker,  118  P.  205,  61  Or.  276,  judg. 
aflf.  on  re.,  122  P.  298,  61  Or.  276;  Bdldino  v.  Henneberry,  191 
111.  App.  368;  J.  A.  Dean  &  Son  v.  Goodrich,  140  N.  W.  435, 
160  Iowa,  98;  Duncan  v.  Turner,  164  S.  W.  816,  171  Mo.  App. 
661;  Jennings  v.  Overholt,  172  S.  W.  449,  186  Mo.  App.  605; 
Newman  v.  Dunleavy,  149  P.  970,  51  Mont.  149;  Johnson  v. 
Payne  Inv.  Co.,  141  N.  W.  1022,  93  Neb.  652;  Jenkins  v.  Mor 
honey,  127  N.  Y.  Sup.  573,  142  App.  Div.  653 ;  McCorry  v.  John 
C.  Wiarda  &  Co.,  134  K  Y.  Sup.  667,  149  App.  Div.  863;  Cooh 
V.  Cordon,  137  P.  782,  68  Or.  557;  Hoffman  v.  Steele,  139  N.  W. 
733,  152  Wis.  84;  Dyar  v.  Stone,  137  P.  269,  23  Cal.  App.  143; 
Lowenstein  v.  McPeak,  48  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  280;  Swee  v.  Neumann, 
123  N.  Y.  Sup.  776,  67  Misc.  Bep.  605 ;  Schmidt  v.  Dunne,  163 
N.  Y.  Sup.  515;  Woolf  v.  Hamburger,  201  111.  App.  612;  Young 
V.  Dempsey,  67  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  534;  Brittain  v.  Btc6,  204  S.  W. 
254,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ;  Sanden  £  Huse  v.  Ausenhus,  168  N. 
W.  801,  —  Iowa  Sup.  — ;  Thom^is  v.  Wychoff,  174  K  W.  26,  — 
Iowa  Sup.  — . 

Sec.  716a.    Broker  to  find  purchaser  not  required  to  show 
that  his  efforts  or  representations  induced  the  purchase. 

One  employed  to  procure  a  purchaser  for  a  house,  and  not  to 
negotiate  its  sale,  was  not  bound  to  prove  that  the  one  procured 
by  him  was  induced  to  buy  because  of  his  efforts  or  representa- 
tions.   Matloch  V.  Jerabek,  164  N.  W.  587,  —  Minn.  Sup.  — . 

Sec.  717.    If  principal  refuses  customer  broker  must  prove  his 
ability  to  perform. 

If  the  principal  refuses  to  accept  the  customer  furnished  by 
the  broker,  in  an  action  to  recover  commissions  the  broker  must 
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prove  the  customer's  ability  to  complete  the  transaction.  Col- 
ium  V.  Seymour,  32  Colo.  430,  76  P.  1068;  Fay  v.  Ryan  (111. 
Sup.  *09),  88  N.  E.  974;  Dent  v.  PoweU,  93  Iowa,  711,  61  N.  W. 
1043;  Russell  t.  Hurd,  113  111.  App.  63;  Coleman  v.  Meade,  13 
Bush  (Ky.),  358;  Staehlin  v.  Kramer,  118  Mo.  App.  329,  94  S. 
W.  785;  ClarJc  v.  TFi/wn,  41  Tex.  Civ.  App.  460,  91  S.  W.  627; 
Allison  V.  Chapman,  173  P.  389,  —  Cal.  App.  — ;  McDonald  v. 
Kimmell,  70  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  282.  Burden  on  defendant  to  prove 
irresponsibility  of  the  purchaser.  Cook  v.  Kronke,  4  Daly  (N. 
T.),  268. 

Seo.  718.    PnroluuMr  adding  apedfio  performance  must  show 
validity  of  broker's  authority. 

Where,  in  a  suit  to  set  aside  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  land 
as  a  cloud  on  the  title,  the  purchaser  insisted  on  a  decree  for 
specific  performance,  and  the  broker  a  judgment  for  commis- 
sions, the  burden  of  showing  the  validity  of  the  broker's  au- 
thority to  make  the  sale  rested  on  the  purchaser  and  on  the 
broker.    KUpattick  v.  WUey,  197  Mo.  123,  95  S.  W.  213. 

Sec.  719.    Burden  on  broker  to  prove  third  person  able  and 
vvilling  to  advance  cash  payment  to  purchaser. 

The  purchaser  was  unable  to  buy  the  land,  but  a  third  person 
agreed  to  furnish  the  money  necessary  to  make  the  cash  pay- 
ment; the  sale  was  not  made.  Held,  That  the  broker,  in  order 
to  recover  his  commissions,  must  prove,  not  only  that  the  pur- 
chaser was  ready  and  willing  to  buy,  but  that  the  third  person 
was  ready,  able  and  willing  to  advance  the  cash  payment.  Clark 
V.  WUson,  41  Tex.  Civ.  App.  450,  91  S.  W.  627.  Also  that  pur- 
chaser has  cash  in  hand,  where  that  is  a  prescribed  condition. 
Waiters  v.  Dancey  (S.  Dak.  Sup.  '09),  122  N.  W.  430. 

Sec.  719a.    What  necessary  to  prove  before  contract  became 
binding. 

Where,  in  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions  for  the  sale 
of  real  estate,  it  was  shown  that  defendant  contracted  with  a 
third  person  for  an  exchange  of  property,  "subject  to  inspec- 
tion of  land  furnished  by  each  party,*'  within  fifteen  days, 
otherwise  the  trade  should  be  considered  closed,  and  that  de- 
f aidant  refused  to  carry  the  contract  into  effect;  the  broker, 
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in  order  to  recover^  must  show  a  failure  of  defendant  to  inspect 
the  land  of  the  third  person,  for  the  right  to  recover  would  not 
be  made  out  without  proof  that  the  contract  between  the  de- 
fendant and  the  third  person  became  binding  by  defendanfa 
failure  to  inspect.    Stotts  v.  Miller,  128  Iowa,  633,  105  N.  W.  127- 

Sec.  719b.    Where  mineral  rights  were  reserved,  to  recover, 
broker  must  show  purchaser  so  nnderstood. 

Where  defendant  agreed  to  pay  plaintiff  certain  commissions 
for  the  sale  of  land,  with  the  mineral  rights  reserved,  plaintiff 
must  show  that  the  proposed  purchaser  would  accept  the  land 
subject  to  the  reservation,  in  order  to  recover  commissions.  Weaver 
V.  Richards,  120  N.  W.  818,  156  Mich.  320. 

Sec.  720.    Burden  on  broker  who  claims  right  to  retain  com- 
missions out  of  purchase  money. 

Where  an  agent  claims  the  right  to  retain  commissions  out  of 
the  price  received  on  a  sale  of  land  of  his  principal,  the  burden 
of  proof  is  on  him  to  show  a  legal  right  to  retain  his  principal's 
money  as  commissions.    Knott  v.  Midkojf,  114  La.  234,  34  S.  153. 


Sec.  721.  Defendant  alleging  plaintUfs  were  to  get  wife  to 
join  in  contract  must  prove. 
Where,  in  an  action  to  recover  conmiissions  for  a  sale  of 
defendant's  homestead,  their  answer  alleged  that  plaintiflh  were 
to  procure  the  wife  to  join  in  the  contract,  and  that  she  refused 
to  do  so,  the  burden  was  on  the  defendant  to  prove  such  fact. 
Merlin  v.  Sipprell,  93  Minn.  271,  101  N.  W.  169. 

Sec.  722.    Burden  on  broker  that  he  had  the  required  written 
authority  to  make  the  sale. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  to  recover  commissions  for  selling 
land,  plaintiff  had  the  burden  of  showing  that  at  the  time  he 
made  the  sale,  he  had  the  written  authority  required  by  statute. 
Turner  v.  Lane,  93  N.  Y.  S.  1083,  47  Misc.  387. 

Sec.  723.    Burden  on  sub-agent  that  broker  had  authority  to 
employ  him. 

Where  negotiations  for  a  lease  are  with  a  broker  of  the 
owner  of  the  premises,  the  burden  is  on  the  sub-agent  claiming 
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oommissions  to  show  that  the  broker  had  authority  to  employ 
him,  as  a  broker  authorized  to  lease  premises  presumptively 
is  not  authorized  to  employ  a  sub-agent.  Souihhack  v.  Ireland, 
95  N.  Y.  S.  621, 100  App.  Div.  45.  Compare,  Madler  v.  Pogor- 
ski,  124  Wis.  477,  102  N.  W.  892.  Sec.  791. 

Sec.  724.    Burden  on  broker  to  show  payment  or  not  collected 
through  fault  of  owner. 

A  contract  of  agency  to  sell  land  provided  that  if  the  cash 
payment  of  any  sale  was  equal  to  $3.50  per  acre  the  broker 
should  receive  his  commissions  in  full,  but  if  less,  then  the 
broker  should  receive  only  one-half  of  his  commissions,  the  other 
half  to  be  paid  when  the  second  installment  was  collected  from 
the  purchaser.  Held,  in  an  action  to  recover  the  balance  of  com- 
missions on  land  sold,  that,  where  half  the  commissions  had 
been  received,  the  agent  must  show,  either  that  the  second  in- 
stallment had  been  paid  to  the  owner,  or  that  it  had  not  been 
collected  by  reason  of  the  owner's  fault.  Burnet  v.  Edling,  19 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  711,  48  S.  W.  775;  Larson  v.  Burroughs,  116 
N.  Y.  S.  358. 

Sec.  726.    Burden  on  broker  to  prove  agreement  to  sell  was 
made  and  the  customer  able  and  willing  to  perform. 

A  real  estate  broker  employed  to  procure  a  purchaser  of  land 
for  a  fixed  price,  or  any  other  price  below  that  consented  to  by 
the  owner,  has  the  burden  of  proving  that  he  produced  a  person 
with  whom  the  owner  reached  an  agreement  of  sale  or  exchange, 
and  that  such  person  was  able  and  willing  to  carry  out  such 
agreement,  in  order  to  recover  the  commissions  provided  for. 
Hunt  V.  Tuitle,  133  Iowa,  647,  110  N.  W.  1026;  Blackledge  v. 
Davis,  129  Iowa,  591,  105  K  W.  1000;  Waiters  v.  Dancey,  (S.  D. 
Sup.  '09),  122  N.  W.  430;  Williams  v.  Phelps,  171  S.  W.  1100, 
—  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ;  Low  Moor  Iron  Co.  v.  Jackson,  84  S.  E. 
100,  117  Va.  76;  Joffe  v.  Lederer,  184  N.  Y.  Sup.  585. 

Sec.  72Sa.    What  a  loan  broker  must  show  to  recover  where 
loan  is  not  consummated. 

A  loan  broker,  where  the  loan  is  not  consummated,  must  at 
least  show  the  procurement  of  a  person  able  and  willing  to  ac- 
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cept  it  upon  the  precise  terms  stipulated  by  his  principal.  Strauss 
V.  Eastern  Brewing  Co.,  118  N.  Y.  S.  806. 

In  broker's  action  for  compensation,  plaintiff  has  burden  of 
showing  that  defendant  principal  used  information  or  services 
furnished  by  plaintiff  in  negotiating  a  loan  after  terminating 
plaintiff's  agency.  Johnson  v.  Columbia  Mtge.  A  Tnut  Co.,  201 
S.  W.  365,  —  Mo.  App.  — . 

Sec.  726.    On  acoepted  o(mtract  burcten  of  proof  on  owner  to 
show  irreiponsibility  of  buyer. 

Where  the  principal  accepts  the  purchaser  found  by  his 
broker,  without  questioning  his  abilily  to  perform,  and  fhe 
sale  fails  of  consummation  by  the  purchaser's  own  fault  or 
failure  to  make  good  his  offer,  the  burden  is  on  the  principal 
in  order  to  defeat  the  broker's  right  to  compensation,  to  show 
the  purchaser's  want  of  ability.  Dodson  v.  MUliken,  27  App. 
(D.  C.)  500;  Phinizy  v.  Bush,  129  Ga.  479,  59  S.  B.  259;  (In 
many  States  owner  bound  by  acceptance.)  Compare  Sees. 
694,  842. 

See.  727.    Broker  must  prove  performance  within  a  reasonable 
time. 

A  broker  employed  to  procure  a  purchaser  of  real  estate 
under  a  contract  which  does  not  specify  the  time  for  the  per- 
formance of  the  contract  must,  in  an  action  for  his  commissions, 
prove  that  he  performed  it  within  a  reasonable  time.  Harris 
V.  Moore,  134  Iowa  704,  112  N.  W.  163 ;  Hurst  v.  WUliams,  31 
Ky.  L.  R.  658,  102  S.  W.  1176.  On  acceptance  immateriaL 
Moore  v.  Boehm,  91  N.  Y.  S.  125,  45  Misc.  622. 

Sec.  728.    Burden  of  proof  on  defendant  when  he  aUeges  plain- 
tiff  was  agent  of  UmaA. 

Where,  in  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions  for  procur- 
ing a  tenant  for  defendant,  the  defense  was  that  the  broker  was 
the  agent  of  the  tenant  procured,  the  burden  of  proof  was 
on  defendant  to  show  the  existence  of  such  agen<gr.  BdUentine 
V.  Mercer,  130  Mo.  App.  605, 109  S.  W.  1037. 
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See.  728a.  Vendee  suing  to  recover  monqr  pidd  vendor's  agent 
on  nnanthorixed  contract  haa  bnrden  of  proving  vendor's 
rattflcaUon. 

A  vendee  sning  the  land  owner  to  recover  money  paid  his 
agent  on  an  nnanthorixed  contract  of  sale  made  by  the  latter, 
has  the  bnrden  of  proving  ratification  by  the  land  owner.  Ed- 
wards  V.  Davidson  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  *04),  79  S.  W.  48. 

Sec.  728b.  Bnrden  of  jnroof  as  to  double  payment  of  commis- 
sions. 

Where,  in  an  action  to  recover  an  alleged  donble  payment 
of  a  real  estate  agent's  commissions,  defendants  claimed  that  the 
second  payment  was  for  other  services,  and  that  the  receipt 
execnted  therefor  had  been  given  to  plaintiff's  agent,  who  had 
knowledge  of  the  previous  payment  of  the  commissions^  an 
admission  of  snch  prior  payment,  and  the  execution  of  snoh 
receipt  did  not  shift  the  bnrden  of  proof  to  the  defendants  to 
show  that  the  second  payment  was  not  for  services  previously 
paid  for.    Phelps  v.  Miller  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '04),  83  S.  W.  218. 

Sec  728c.  Burden  on  broker  to  show  defect  in  owner's  title 
which  defeated  sale. 
Where  a  broker  procured  one  who  was  willing  to  purchase 
the  land  of  his  principal  but  for  a  defect  in  the  title,  in  an 
action  to  recover  his  commissions,  the  burden  is  on  the  broker 
to  show  that  such  defect  existed,  no  binding  contract  of  purchase 
having  been  made.  Brackenridge  v.  Claridge,  91  Tex.  527,  44 
a  W.  819. 

Sec.  728d.    Burden  of  proof,  and  upon  whom  it  falls. 

(1)  A  broker  engaged  to  obtain  a  purchaser,  who  claims  a 
commission,  though  the  sale  was  preTcnted  because  of  an  alleged 
defect  of  title,  has  the  burden  of  proving  that  his  principal  failed 
to  discharge  an  obligation  resting  upon  him  with  reference  to 
making  the  title  good.  Beeder  v.  Epps,  166  S.  W.  747,  112  Ark. 
506. 

(2)  Where,  in  a  broker's  action  for  commission,  plaintiff  relies, 
under  authority  of  Civil  Code,  Sec.  1559,  upon  a  contract  made 


656  AMUtlOAK  LAW  BEAL  ESTATE  AGENCY. 

for  his  benefit^  and  not  upon  the  employmenty  and  where  defend- 
ant pleads  employment  as  a  basis  of  the  defense,  resting  on  the 
confidential  relations,  the  burden  is  on  defendant  to  prove  such 
employment.    Konda  v.  Fay,  136  P.  514,  22  CaL  App.  722. 

(3)  In  a  suit  for  commissions  on  sale  of  real  estate,  burden  is 
on  plaintiff  to  show  a  definite  offer  to  sell  by  defendant  and  ac- 
ceptance by  the  prospective  purchaser,  and  that  defendant,  with- 
out just  reasons^  refused  to  convey.  Hauch  v.  BonncAel,  64  S. 
795,  134  La.  847. 

(4)  Where  an  owner,  after  giving  to  a  broker  an  exclusive 
agency  for  sixty  days  to  sell  real  estate,  at  a  specified  sum,  for 
the  usual  commission,  sold  the  property  before  the  expiration 
of  the  sixty  days,  for  a  less  sum,  to  one  not  procured  by  the 
broker,  the  commission  contracted  for  was  prima  facte  the  dam- 
ages to  the  broker,  treating  the  contract  as  performed,  and  the 
owner  had  the  burden  of  showing,  to  reduce  the  damages,  that 
in  all  reasonable  probability  the  broker  could  not  have  procured 
a  purchaser  within  the  time  specified  for  the  specified  price. 
Norman  v.  Vahdenierg,  138  S.  W.  47,  157  Mo.  App.  488. 

(5)  Where  a  sale  negotiated  by  brokers  failed  because  of  the 
outstanding  liens  on  the  property,  the  burden  was  on  the  own- 
ers, in  a  suit  for  commissions,  to  show  that  the  brokers  had 
knowledge  of  the  situation  when  they  procured  a  purchaser. 
Willson  V.  Crawford,  130  S.  W.  227,  61  Tex.  Civ.  App.  580. 

(6)  A  broker,  to  recover  the  reasonable  value  of  services  in 
procuring  a  customer  to  whom  the  owner  sold  at  a  price  less  than 
that  fixed  in  the  contract  of  employment,  must  show  the  reason- 
able value  of  the  services.  Martin  v.  Jeffries,  172  S.  W.  148,  — 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

(7)  Owner  employing  a  broker  to  procure  a  purchaser  has  the 
burden  of  proving  the  fraud  of  the  broker,  to  defeat  an  action 
by  the  broker  on  a  note  for  his  commissions.  Mariineau  v.  Han- 
son, 155  P.  432,  47  Utah,  549. 

(8)  The  rule  requiring  a  broker  suing  for  a  commission  for 
procuring  a  purchaser  to  show  that  the  purchaser  was  ready,  able 
and  willing  to  buy  on  terms  satisfactory  to  the  owner,  applies 
only  where  owner  has  refused  to  consummate  the  sale,  and  not 
where  the  property  has  been  actually  sold  on  satisfactory  terms. 
Weisels-Oerhart  Real  Estate  Co.  v.  Epstein,  137  S.  W.  326,  157 
Mo.  App.  101. 
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(9)  Party  seeking  to  defeat  broker's  right  to  commission  on 
contract  of  exchange  of  lands  incxunbered  by  a  mortgage^  on  the 
ground  that  the  contract  was  invalid^  was  bound  to  show  that 
purchase  was  made  by  the  broker  with  this  permanent  capital 
or  deposits.    Oenatt  v.  Robinson,  165  N".  Y.  Sup.  464. 

(10)  In  a  broker's  suit  for  commissions  on  exchange  of  land^ 
in  which  intervenors  claimed  a  portion  of  commissions,  and  there 
were  no  material  issues  between  plaintiflP  and  defendant,  inter- 
venors had  burden  of  proof  to  establish  their  allegations,  that 
there  was  a  universal  custom,  where  more  than  two  brokers  are 
interested,  to  pool  commissions,  and  that  they  had  such  agree- 
ment with  plaintiff.  Knight  Realty  Co.  v.  Williams,  193  'S.  W. 
168,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

(11)  In  an  action  for  damages  for  breach  of  contract  in  selling 
land,  where  plaintiffs  relied  on  ratification  by  defendant  of 
agenfs  contract  to  sell,  burden  was  on  them  to  prove  ratification. 
Crumpacher  v.  Jeffrey,  115  N.  E.  62,  —  Ind.  App.  — . 

(12)  Plaintiff  has  burden  of  proving  consideration  for  de- 
fendant's written  agreement  to  pay  a  certain  sum  for  services 
connected  with  the  sale  of  certain  property,  payment  to  be  made 
upon  completion  of  sale,  although  defendant  had  made  partial 
payment,  and  had  sold  property,  though  not  through  plaintiff's 
efforts.    Dennis  v.  Vinton,  165  N.  W.  603,  —  Mich.  Sup.  — . 

(13)  In  broker's  action  for  commission,  burden  of  proving 
terms  of  brokerage  contract  was  upon  broker,  principal  not  being 
required  to  prove  any  part  thereof.  Jackson  v.  Kohler,  124  N.  E. 
650,  —  m.  Sup.  — . 

(14)  Where  a  corporation  sued  a  real  estate  agent  which  it 
had  engaged  to  procure  a  factory  site,  on  the  ground  that,  despite 
the  fiduciary  relations,  he  made  a  secret  profit,  the  burden  of  es- 
tablishing the  fiduciary  relations  is  on  the  corporation.  H.  J. 
Jaeger  Co.  v.  Hannan,  108  A.  1,  —  N.  J.  Eq.  — . 

(15)  The  burden  of  proof  is  upon  a  broker,  suing  to  recover 
commissions,  to  prove  that  his  services  were  rendered  under  em- 
ployment by  the  principal,  or  that  the  latter  accepted  his  agency 
and  his  acts,  under  circumstances  showing  that  he  knew  the  ser- 
vices were  being  rendered  on  his  account,  and  while  the  agent 
was  relying  on  the  principal's  obligation  to  pay  for  them.  8uter 
V.  Farmers^  FeHilizer  Co.,  126  N.  E.  304,  100  Ohio,  403. 


CHAPTEE  IX. 

EVIDENOE— ADMISSIBLE. 

8eo.  729.    Oral  Sigreement,  where  correspondeiice  does  not 
cover  compensation. 

Where  the  correspondence  by  which  plaintiffs  were  employed 
to  seU  land  does  not  cover  the  question  of  compensation,  a 
former  oral  agreement  as  to  compensation  to  be  charged  may 
be  shown,  but  where  the  contract  by  correspondence  refers  to 
a  sale  of  lots  at  specified  prices  and  terms,  evidence  of  a  former 
oral  agreement  that  the  sale  should  be  made  subject  tc'  defend- 
ant's approval,  and  that  the  deed  should  contain  certain  condi- 
tions, is  inadmissible.    Sayre  v.  Wilson,  86  Ala.  151,  5  S.  157. 

Sec.  729a.    Contract  of  employment  admissible  to  prove  valne 
of  services  rendered  by  broker. 

Where  a  broker  introduces  a  prospective  purchaser  to  the 
seller,  and  the  latter  undertakes  to  conduct  the  negotiations  and 
finally  sells  the  property  for  less  than  the  terms  named  in  the 
contract  of  emplo3rment,  the  original  contract  is  admissible,  in 
an  action  by  the  broker,  as  a  basis  for  the  ascertainment  of 
reasonable  compensation.  Smith  v.  Sharp  (Ala.  Sup.  '09),  50 
S.  381. 

Sec.  730.    Writing  reciting  payment  of  comdderation  as  tend- 
ing to  prove  broker's  services. 

A  written  agreement  entered  into  by  plaintiffs'  customer  for 
the  purchase  of  property  and  reciting  the  payment  of  part  of 
the  stipulated  price  to  plaintiffs,  is  admissible  as  tending  to 
show  that  plaintiffs  rendered  services  in  effecting  a  sale  of  the 
property.  Rothschild  v.  Burritt,  47  Minn.  28,  49  N.  W.  393; 
Tebo  v.  Mitchell,  6  Pennewill  (Del.),  356,  63  A.  327;  Carl  v. 
Wolcott,  156  S.  W.  334,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 
668 
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8eo.  7S0a.   Written  opinion  of  onstomer's  attorney  admissible 
to  show  defects  in  title  in  broker's  snit  for  commissions. 

For  the  purpose  of  showing  what  specifications  of  supposed 
infirmities  in  the  title  were  directed  to  the  principal's  attention, 
the  written  opinion  of  the  customer's  attorney  as  to  the  title  is 
admissible  in  a  broker's  action  for  commissions.  Wood  &  Taium 
V.  BasUr,  173  P.  1109,  —  Cal.  App.  — . 

8ea  7S1.    Deed  of  prindpal  to  show  ratiilcation  of  broker's 
contract. 

A  deed  executed  by  the  principal  to  the  purchaser  after  the 
commencement  of  the  suit,  is  admissible  to  show  the  principal's 
ratification  of  the  broker's  contract.  Oelott  v.  Ridge,  117  Mo. 
553,  23  S.  W.  882. 

Sec.  732.    Written  contract  of  sale  to  show  sale  was  made. 

The  written  contract  of  sale  executed  by  plaintiffs  as  de- 
fendant's agents  is  admissible  to  show  that  the  sale  was  made, 
although  the  agents  had  no  written  authority  to  make  it,  and 
it  was  afterwards  repudiated  by  the  defendant.  Monroe  v. 
Snow,  131  HI.  126,  23  N.  E.  401 ;  Johnson  v.  Buchanan  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.  '09),  116  S.  W.  875;  Oroi^se  v.  Cooley,  43  Minn.  188, 
45  N.  W.  15 ;  Cuffer  v.  Pearsott,  146  Cal.  690,  81  P.  25 ;  Snyder 
V.  Fidler,  125  Iowa,  878, 101  N.  W.  150. 

860.  738.    Newspaper  advertisement  to  show  efforts  of  broken 
to  sell  the  property. 

A  newspaper  advertisement  published  by  plaintiffs  is  admis- 
sible as  showing  what  they  did  in  performance  of  their  duty 
under  the  contract  to  sell  the  property.  Decker  v.  Widdicomb, 
137  Mich.  331,  100  N.  W.  573. 

Sec.  733a.  Broker  may  testify  he  advertised  lands  in  newa- 
paper. 
A  real  estate  broker  suing  for  commissions  may  testify  that 
he  advertised  the  land  in  a  certain  newspaper,  no  effort  being 
made  to  prove  in  this  manner  the  terms  or  contents  of  the  ad- 
vertisement. Tarhorough  v.  Cr eager  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '03),  77 
S.  W.  645. 
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Sec.  734.    Memoranda  made  by  the  parties. 

A  memorandum  signed  by  the  parties  to  proposed  sale  is 
admissible  in  evidence.  FoKnshee  v.  Sawyer,  28  N.  T.  S.  698, 
8  Misc.  370. 

Sec.  734a.    Contract  and  release  admiadble  in  evidenct. 

In  an  action  for  broker's  commissions  for  procuring  a  tenant 
for  premises,  wherein  defendant  claimed  plaintiff  agreed  to 
forego  the  payment  of  his  commissions  until  payment  of  the 
rent  by  the  tenant,  the  complaint,  in  an  action  by  defendant 
against  the  tenant  for  specific  performance  of  the  contract  pro- 
cured by  plaintiff,  and  the  release  subsequently  executed  to 
the  tenant  are  admissible,  not  only  as  an  admission  of  the  con- 
tract, but  to  show  that  there  was  an  agreement  by  plaintiff  to 
postpone  payment  of  commissions;  defendant  had  voluntarily 
put  it  out  of  his  power  to  collect  such  rent  Benedict  v.  Pincus, 
119  N.  Y.  S.  266. 

Sec.  735.    Conversations,  when  pertinent  to  the  issues. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  on  a  sale  of  real  estate,  evidence 
of  negotiations  between  plaintiff  and  the  customer  afterward 
communicated  to  defendant  is  admissible.  Luhn  v.  Fortran 
'(Tex.  Civ.  App.  '09),  115  S.  W.  667;  ffwif  v.  Cole,  127  Mich. 
351,  86  N.  W.  835;  Kurinsky  v.  Lynch  (Mass.  '09),  87  N.  E. 
70;  Benedict  v.  Dakin  (111.  Sup.  '09),  90  N.  E.  712;  Leonard 
V.  Roberts,  20  Colo.  88,  36  P.  880;  White  v.  Collins,  90  Minn. 
165,  95  N.  W.  765 ;  Woolley  v.  Lowenstein,  31  N.  Y.  S.  570,  83 
Hun,  155 ;  Brumfield  v.  Potter,  etc.,  Mfg.  Co.,  23  N.  Y.  S.  1025, 
4  M.  194;  Richardson  v.  Bahcock,  119  Wis.  141,  96  N.  W.  554; 
McDonald  v.  Smith,  99  Minn.,  42,  108  N.  W.  291;  Fortran  y. 
Stevens,  113  S.  W.  312  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '08) ;  Smith  v.  Lyons 
Salt  Co.,  177  S.  W.  1067,  —  Mo.  App.  — ;  Bounds  v.  Victoria 
Hotel  Co.,  184  HI.  App.  500 ;  Jackson  v.  Kohler,  124  N.  E.  650, 
—  111.  Sup.  — ;  FisJier  v.  Skidmore  Land  Co.,  179  K  W.  162,  — 
Iowa  Sup.  — . 

See.  736.    Conversations  after  the  sale  are  not  admiadUe. 

Conversations  'between  a  broker  and  the  purchaser  after  the 
sale  are  inadmissible.     McDonald  v.  Ortman,  98  Mich.  40,  66 
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N.  W.  1055;  also,  betwen  plaintiff  and  proposed  purchaser,  in 
the  absence  of  defendant.  Rutherford  v.  Selaver,  87  Minn.  495, 
92  N.  W.  413.  Likewise,  between  buyer  and  seller  before  and 
after  the  execution  of  the  contract  of  sale,  it  affects  the  broker. 
\Veazie  v.  Parker,  72  Me.  443. 

8eo.  737.    Letter  of  broker  to  purchaser's  agent  to  prove  efforts 
to  make  a  sale. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  to  recover  from  the  seller  of  real 
estate,  commission  for  procuring  a  purchaser,  the  question  was 
[Whether  a  letter  written  by  the  broker  to  the  purchaser's  agent 
^ms  admissible  to  prove  his  efforts  to  make  a  sale;  and  com- 
petent as  part  of  the  res  gestae  to  show  what  the  broker  did  un- 
der his  employment  towards  procuring  a  purchaser,  and  was  not 
rendered  incompetent  because  it  incidentally  corroborated  the 
testimony  of  the  broker  as  to  the  date  of  the  interview  between 
him  and  the  defendant.  Carroll  v.  Pettit,  22  N.  Y.  S.  260,  67 
Hun,  418;  Stiewel  v.  Lolly,  89  Ark.  196,  115  S.  W.  1134;  Ross 
V.  Mayer,  163  S,  W.  880,  178  Mo.  App,  431. 

Sea  737a.    Evidence  admissible  showing  communication  to 
another  agent  of  plaintiff's  employment  by  the  seller. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  claimed  to  have  been  earned 
by  purchasing  land  for  defendant,  where  defendant  claimed 
that  plaintiff  received  a  commission  from  the  seller  of  the  tract 
in  violation  of  his  relations  as  agent,  which  commission  plaintiff 
claimed  was  received  for  defendant's  benefit  and  by  his  au- 
thority, evidence  was  admissible  of  the  employment  and  the 
extent  of  the  authority  of  another  employed  by  defendant  to 
assist  the  plaintiff  in  securing  the  option,  who,  by  plaintiff's 
direction,  communicated  to  defendant  the  proposed  terms  for 
the  purchase  of  the  tract  in  question,  but  the  compensation  he 
was  to  receive  from  defendant  was  immaterial.  Mahon  v.  Ran- 
kin  (Ore.  Sup.  '09),  102  P.  608;  Long-Lewis  Hardware  Co.  y. 
Ewing,  62  S.  341,  8  Ala.  App.  667. 

Sec.  738.    Correspondence  to  establish  agencsy. 

On  the  issue  as  to  whether  a  loan  broker  was  the  agent  of  de- 
fendant in  negotiating  a  loan  for  him,  or  the  agent  of  the  plain- 
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tiff  company  which  made  the  loaiiy  correspondence  between  the 
broker  and  the  plaintiff's  manager  relative  to  defendant's  loan 
and  a  requested  extension  thereof,  and  concerning  other  loans 
made  by  plaintiff  through  the  broker,  is  admissible  in  evidence, 
and  the  question  is  for  the  jury.  Jesson  v.  Texas  Land  &  Loan 
Co.,  3  Tex.  Civ.  App.  25,  21  S.  W.  624;  Wefel  v.  Stillman  (151 
Ala.  249),  44  S.  203;  Wallich  v.  Lynch  (Iowa,  '06),  106  N.  W. 
617;  Veale  v.  Greene,  106  Mo.  App.  182,  79  S.  W.  731;  McCombs 
V.  Moss,  181  S.  W.  907,  121  Ark.  633 ;  Sills  v.  Surge,  124  S.  W. 
606,  141  Mo.  App.  148;  Coffman  v.  Dyas  Realty  Co.,  159  S.  W. 
842,  176  Mo.  App.  692 ;  Vritain  v.  Bice,  204  S.  W.  254,  —  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  — . 

Sec.  788.   Evidence  to  show  plaintiir's  employment  hy  defend- 
ant's agent 

In  an  action  for  services  rendered  by  plaintifF  in  purchasing 
property  for  defendant,  testimony  that  defendant's  agent  solic- 
ited witness  to  go  to  plaintiff  and  induced  plaintiff  to  negotiate 
for  the  purchase  of  the  property,  and  that  witness  accordingly 
went  to  plaintiff  and  represented  to  him  that  defendant's  agent 
was  authorized  to  employ  him  on  defendant's  behalf ,  was 
admissible  to  show  plaintiff's  employment  by  defendant's  agent. 
8t.  L.  8.  W.  R.  Co.  of  Texas  v.  Irvine  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '05),  89 
S.  W.  428 

Sec.  740.    Any  competent  evidence  to  prove  or  to  disprove 
plaintiff's  employment 

Where  defendant  denies  that  he  agreed  to  pay  plaintiff  a 
commission  for  selling  his  property  at  a  certain  price  as  claimed 
by  plaintiff,  evidence  of  one  to  whom  defendant  had  given  an 
option  prior  to  the  alleged  agreement  that  he  was  able  and 
willing  to  pay  said  price  without  any  deductions  therefrom,  was 
competent  to  disprove  the  contract.  Dexter  v.  Collins,  21  C!olo. 
455,  42  P.  664 ;  Border  v.  Isherwood,  120  Iowa,  677,  94  N.  W. 
1128 ;  McDermoit  v.  Mahoney,  119  Iowa,  470,  115  N.  W.  32,  130 
Iowa,  200;  Lewis  v.  Susmilch,  130  Iowa,  203,  106  N.  W.  624; 
Jennings  v.  Rooney,  183  Mass.  577,  67  N.  E.  665;  ChUds  v. 
Ptomey,  17  Mont.    502,  43  P.  714;  Jackson  v.  Higgins,  70  N. 
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H.  637,  49  A.  674;  MUler  t.  Irish,  3  Hun  (N.  T.),  352,  67  Barb. 
266,  6  Thomps.  &  C.  707,  afiSmed  63  N.  Y.  662;  Hodgkins  v. 
Mead,  8  N.  Y.  S.  854;  Dayton  v.  Ryersan,  13  How.  Pr.  (N. 
Y.)  281;  BeHelson  v.  Hoffman,  36  Wash.  459,  77  P.  801;  Ooing 
V.  Cook,  1  Wash,  224,  23  P.  412 ;  Indiana  Fruit  Co.  v.  Sandlin, 
125  Qa.  222,  54  S.  E.  65;  Harvey  T.  Lindsay,  117  Mich.  267, 
75  N.  W.  627;  Williams  v.  NeUon,  145  P.  39,  45  Utah,  255; 
Davis  V.  Keasy,  93  A.  335,  247  Pa.  303;  Loving  v.  Kane,  180 
111.  App.  614;  Morrison  v.  Franck,  117  P.  308,  59  Or.  429; 
Justy  V.  J?rro,  117  P.  675,  16  Cal.  App.  519;  Biggins  v.  Bass,  143 
S.  W.  689,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ;  Silherkraius  v.  Winnie,  142  N. 
Y.  Sup.  887,  158  App.  Div.  50 ;  Andrew  y.  Jf ac«,  194  S.  W.  698, 
—  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ;  Smith  v.  Sharp  R.  E.  Co,,  77  S.  40,  200 
Ala.  666 ;  Cooper  v.  Newsom,  224  S.  W.  668,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

Sec.  740a.    Evidence  adndaaible  to  show  transaction  occmred 
vfdthin  the  period  alleged  by  plaintiff. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  for  a  sale  of  land,  it  was  not 
error  to  admit  evidence  as  to  the  authorization  that  it  dated 
prior  to  December  8,  1905,  where  the  amended  complaint  sets 
out  that  in  June,  1904,  plaintiff  was  employed  by  defendants 
to  procure  purchasers  for  the  land,  and  that  such  work  was 
continued  until  April,  1906,  when  the  lands  were  sold,  for  the 
evidence  objected  to  goes  to  prove  the  transaction  between  June, 
1904,  and  December  8,  1905.  Ross  v.  Carr  (N.  M.  Sup.  '09.), 
103  P.  307. 

Sec.  740b.    Real  contract  admissible  to  show  difference  from 
that  sued  on. 
The  real  contract  is  admissible  in  evidence  to  show  difference 
from  that  sued  on.    Tracey  Land  Co.  v.  Land  etc.  Co.,  131  Iowa 
40,  107  N.  W.  1029. 

Sec.  741.    Evidence  to  prove  defendant's  agent  had  authority 
to  employ  a  broker. 

Where  plaintiff  claims  to  have  been  employed  as  broker  by 
the  husband  as  agent  of  defendant,  any  competent  evidence  is 
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admissible  which  tends  to  show  that  the  husband  had  authority 
to  employ  a  broker  on  behalf  of  his  wife.  Eichberg  v.  Ware,  92 
Ga.  508,  17  S.  E.  770;  Hall  v.  Orace,  179  Mass.  400,  60  N. 
B.  932 ;  Darling  v.  Howe,  14  N.  Y.  S.  561,  60  Hun,  578. 

Sec.  742.    Evidence  as  to  the  value  of  property,  on  issue  as  to 
good  faith  of  broker  in  accepting  employment. 

In  an  action  against  their  principal  for  damages  for  the  loss 
of  commissions  caused  by  the  refusal  to  accept  the  deed  and 
carry  out  the  contract  where  the  defense  was  want  of  mental 
capacity  to  contract,  evidence  of  the  actual  value  of  the  prop- 
erty is  competent  only  when  offered  to  show  that  the  price 
offered  was  so  exorbitant  as  to  be  inconsistent  with  good  faith 
on  the  part  of  the  broker  in  undertaking  to  contract  for  the 
purchase  at  the  price  authcrized.  Cavender  v.  Waddingham, 
5  Mo.  App.  457. 

Sec.  743.    Evidence  to  prove  or  to  disprove  plaintiif  the  pro- 
curing cause  of  the  transaction. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  compensation,  the  defense  being 
a  general  denial,  any  competent  evidence  is  admissible  in  behalf 
of  plaintiff  or  defendant  which  tends  to  prove  or  to  disprove  that 
plaintiff  was  the  procuring  cause  of  the  transaction  into  which 
the  defendant  and  the  customer  entered ;  if  any  act  of  the  broker 
in  pursuance  of  his  authority  to  find  a  purchaser  is  the  initiatory 
step  that  leads  to  the  sale  consummated,  the  owner  must 
pay  the  commission.  Eoadley  v.  Danbury  Sav.  Bk.,  71  Conn. 
599,  42  A.  667,  44  L.  R.  A.  321;  Doonan  v.  Ives,  73  Ga.  295; 
SmUey  v.  Bradley,  18  Colo.  App.  191,  70  P.  696 ;  Adams  v.  If c- 
Laughlin,  159  Ind.  23,  64  N.  E.  462 ;  Hunn  v.  Ashton,  121  Iowa, 
265,  96  N.  W.  745;  Sawyer  v.  Bowman,  91  Iowa,  717,  59  N. 
"W.  27 ;  Newton  v.  Eitchie,  75  Iowa,  91,  39  N.  W.  209 ;  Creager 
V.  Johnson,  114  Iowa,  249,  86  N.  W.  275;  Brooks  v.  Leathers, 
112  Mich,  463,  70  N.  W.  1099 ;  Kerr  v.  Cusenbury,  69  Mo.  App. 
221;  WUlard  v.  Wright  (Mass.  Sup.  '09),  89  N.  E.  559;  ChUds 
V.  Ptomey,  17  Mont  502,  43  P.  714;  Waters  v.  Rafalsky,  119 
N.  Y.  S.  271 ;  Lockhart  v.  Hamlin,  190  N.  Y.  132,  82  N.  E.  1094'; 
Doran  v.  Bussard,  45  N.  Y.  S.  387,  18  App.  Div.  36 ;  Goldsmith 
y.  Cook,  14  N.  Y.  S.  878,  Rev.  13  N.  Y.  S.  578 ;  Bowser  v.  Field 
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(Tex.  Civ.  App.  '91),  17  S.  W.  45;  La/nen  v.  Thoma  (Iowa  Sup. 
^09),  121  K  W.  1069;  Hughes  &  Thurman  v.  Dodd,  146  S.  W. 
446,  164  Mo.  App.  454;  Obeis  v.  Maney,  146  S.  W.  361,  —  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  — ;  Pope  v.  Ansley  Realty  Co.,  136  S.  W.  1103,  judg. 
xev.,  161  S.  W.  525,  105  Tex.  440;  Davis  v.  Clausen,  57  S.  79,  2 
Ala.  App.  378 ;  Cameron  v.  Powers,  67  S.  888,  63  Fla.  108 ;  Fre- 
del  V.  Boldinger,  138  N.  Y.  Sup.  147;  OwcharoffsJcy  v.  Trustees 
of  Welch  Col.  Me.  Church,  148  K  Y.  Sup.  138,  86  Misc.  Bep. 
36;  Naulty  v.  Oorham  Mfg.  Co.,  164  N.  Y.  Sup.  328,  178  App. 
Div.  36;  Kamp  v.  Madison,  161  N.  W.  809,  —  S.  D.  Sup.  — ; 
Ford  V.  Cole,  195  S.  W.  661,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ;  Foote  v. 
Cohen,  199  III.  App.  462;  McLaughlin  £  Co.  v.  Southern  Hotel 
Co.,  177  N.  Y.  Sup.  323;  Karr  v.  Moffett,  187  P.  683,  den.  re., 
186  P.  890,  —  Kan.  Sup.  — . 

Sec  748a.    Proper  to  show  pnrohaser'i  state  of  mind  regard- 
ing the  purchaae. 

In  determining  the  question  which  one  of  two  brokers  effected 
a  sale,  it  is  proper  to  show  by  the  purchaser  his  state  of  mind 
regarding  the  purchase  after  he  had  left  the  broker  claiming  the 
commission.  McOuire  v.  Carlson,  61  HI.  App.  295;  Begelin  v. 
Lothgren,  207  HI.  App.  409. 

Sec.  744.    Evidence  to  prove  or  to  disprove  customer's  aibility, 
readiness  and  willingness  to  buy. 

Where  the  owner  of  land  refused  to  complete  a  sale  to  a  pur- 
chaser introduced  by  a  broker,  evidence  of  the  prospective  pur- 
chaser in  an  action  by  the  broker  for  commissions  that  at  the 
time  he  was  introduced  to  the  land  owner  he  was  ready  and 
willing  to  buy  the  land  on  the  terms  mentioned  in  the  contract, 
and  so  stated  to  the  owner,  was  admissible.  McDennott  v.  Ma- 
honey,  119  Iowa  470,  affirmed  115  N.  W.  32,  139  Iowa  292; 
Walsh  Y.  Gay,  63  N.  Y.  S.  643;  49  App.  Div.  50;  Kirchner\. 
Beichardt,  27  Misc.  530,  58  N.  Y.  S.  314;  Joffe  v.  Nagel,  114 
N.  Y.  S.  905;  Hutchinson  v.  Plant,  105  N.  E.  1017,  218  Mass. 
148 ;  Smith  v.  Sharp  B.  E.  Co.,  77  S.  40,  200  Ala.  666 ;  Columbia 
Bealty  &  Inv.  Co.  v.  Alameda  Land  Co.,  168  P.  64,  re.  den..  Id. 
440,  —  Or.  Sup.  — ;  Fisher  v.  Skidmore  Land  Co.,  179  N.  W. 
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152,  —  Iowa  Sup.  — ;  Cooper  v.  Newsom,  224  S.  W.  668,  —  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  — . 

See.  746.    If  the  contract  omits  compensation  evidence  of  the 
reasonable  value  of  broker's  services. 

In  an  action  for  services  rendered  by  real  estate  brokers  in 
procuring  a  purchaser  for  defendant's  land,  where  there  were 
no  written  pleadings  in  the  trial  court  and  no  testimony  of 
any  definite  contract,  evidence  of  the  value  of  the  service  based 
on  the  price  for  which  the  land  sold  was  properly  admitted  and 
a  judgment  entered  upon  that  basis  was  proper.  Brand  v.  Mer- 
ritt,  15  Colo.  286,  25  P.  175;  Geiger  v.  Riser  (Colo.  Sup.  '10), 
107  P.  267 ;  Qlover  v.  Henderson,  120  Mo.  367,  25  S.  W.  175 ; 
Bkhart  v.  Hoffman,  19  N.  T.  S.  472;  Carruthers  v.  Towne,  86 
Iowa,  318,  63  K  W.  240;  Knight  v.  Knight,  142  HI.  App.  62; 
Weil  V.  Schwartz  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '09),  120  S.  W.  1039;  Fleming 
V.  Wells  (Colo.  Sup.  '09),  101  P.  66;  W.  B.  McOerry  £  Co.  v. 
Marsicano,  137  P.  40,  23  Cal.  App.  55 ;  BaJcer  v.  Barker,  137  N. 
W.  7,  118  Minn.  419;  Stevens  v.  Wis.  Farm  Loan  Co.,  146  N.  W. 
173,  124  Minn.  421 ;  ToJand  v.  Williams  &  Waey,  129  S.  W.  392, 
—  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ;  Bond  v.  Hancock,  163  S.  W.  660,  —  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  — ;  McEwan  v.  Volleniine,  170  P.  490,  —  OH.  Sup. 
— ;  Regelin  v.  Lothgren,  207  111.  App.  409;  Kappes  v.  Bacon,  209 
111.  App.  290 ;  Stockberger  v.  Zane,  125  N.  E.  65,  —  Ind.  App.  — . 

Sec  746.    Evidence  to  prove  or  to  disprove  existence  of 
custom. 

Where  a  principal  claimed  that  its  broker  had  been  notified 
of  its  custom  to  give  only  quit-claim  deeds  to  purchasers  of 
its  real  estate,  evidence  to  ethow  that  after  its  refusal  to  give 
a  .deed  with  warranty,  it  offered  to  give  such  a  deed  if  an 
increased  price  was  paid,  was  admissible  to  show  that  no  such 
custom  existed.  Beach  v.  TraveUr^s  Ins.  Co.,  73  Conn.  118, 
46  A.  867. 

Sec.  747.    Evidence  of  option  holder  to  disprove  agency. 

Where  defendant  denied  that  he  agreed  to  pay  plaintiff  a 
commission  for  selling  his  property  at  a  certain  price,  as  claimed 
by  plaintiff,  evidence  of  one  to  whom  defendant  had  giren  an 
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option  price  to  the  alleged  agreement,  that  he  was  able  and 
willing  to  pay  such  price,  without  any  deduction  therefrom, 
was  competent  to  disprove  the  agency.  Dexter  v.  Collins,  21 
Colo.  455,  42  P.  664. 

860.  748.    Entry  in  book  of  price  agreed  on,  made  in  defends 
ant's  presence. 

In  an  action  by  real  estate  brokers  for  commissions  on  a  sale, 
where  the  question  in  dispute  is  whether  plaintiffs  had  authority 
to  sell  at  the  price  named,  an  entry  in  plaintiff's  books  of  the 
price  agreed  on,  made  by  them  in  defendant's  presence  and  at 
the  time  of  their  conversation  with  him,  is  admissible  in  evi- 
dence, though  written  in  cipher.  Monroe  v.  Snow,  131  HI. 
126,  23  N,  W.  401. 

Sec.  749.    Oral  evidence  to  show  tliat  written  agreemenf  wae 
obtained  by  firand. 

The  rule  of  law  forbidding  the  admission  of  evidence  of  an 
oral  agreement  made  prior  to  or  contemporaneously  with  the 
written  agreement  in  question,  does  not  preclude  the  admission 
of  evidence  tending  to  show  that  the  written  agreement  was 
fraudulently  obtained,  or  that  it  resulted  from  accident  or 
mutual  mistake.    Culp  v.  Powell,  68  Mo.  App.  238 

Sec.  749a.    Parol  evidence  admissible  to  rebut  that  of  plain- 
tiff. 

In  an  action  for  a  real  estate  broker's  commissions,  parol  evi- 
dence that  the  written  agreement  of  prospective  purchasers 
with  the  owner  was  not  finally  binding,  and  that  after  it  was 
revoked,  plaintiff  sought  to  procure  new  purchasers,  is  admis- 
sible on  behalf  of  such  owner  to  rebut  the  effect  of  such  agree- 
ment in  evidence.  FoUnsbee  v.  Sawyer,  157  N.  Y.  196,  51  N. 
E.  994 ;  Buttz  v.  Cook,  113  P.  282,  62  Wash.  9.0. 

Sec.  749b.    Evidence  admissible  to  show  contract  for  broker's 
compensation  made  as  alleged. 

Evidence  in  denial  of  defendant's  contention,  in  a  real  estate 
broker's  action  for  commission,  that  a  contract  for  compensation 
was  not  made  as  alleged;  held,  properly  admitted.  Nock  v.  Outh* 
rie,  86  A.  859,  239  Pa.  317. 
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Sec.  750.    Evldenoe  of  length  of  time  land  for  sale  by  broker, 
to  show  knowledge  by  pnrcbaeer. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  for  procuring  a  purchaser  for 
land  where  the  land  was  purchased  by  one  claiming  to  buy 
on  his  own  initiative,  evidence  that  the  land  had  been  listed 
two  months  before  the  transaction  in  issue,  and  the  purchaser 
informed  of  the  land  being  for  sale  from  that  source,  was  ad- 
missible as  tending  to  explain  how  the  purchaser  ascertained 
that  the  land  was  for  sale  and  came  to  negotiate  with  defend- 
ant for  its  purchase.   Ryan  v.  Page,  134  Iowa  60,  111  N.  W.  405. 

Sec.  751.    Contract  between  plaintiff  and  third  person  to  show 
he  desired  to  pnrchase. 

In  an  action  to  recover  commissions  for  a  sale  of  defendant's 
land,  a  contract  entered  into  between  plaintiff  and  a  third  per- 
son setting  forth  the  terms  of  the  purchase,  was  admissible  to 
show  that  such  third  person  was  willing  to  purchase  the  prop- 
erty, though  plaintiff  had  no  authority  to  enter  into  a  contract 
which  was  binding  on  defendant.  Kepner  v.  Ford  (N.  Dak.  '07), 
111  N.  W.  619;  Clark  v.  Wilson,  41  Tex.  Civ.  App.  450,  91 
S.  W.  627. 

Sec.  752.  Evidence  concerning  purchaser's  securing  funds  to 
buy,  on  issue  as  to  ability. 
In  an  action  for  a  broker's  commissions,  evidence  concern- 
ing arrangements  made  by  the  purchaser's  broker  for  funds 
with  which  to  complete  the  purchase,  and  the  financial  ability 
of  the  concern  from  which  the  funds  were  to  be  secured,  was 
admissible.  Leuschner  v.  Pairick  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '07),  103 
S.  W.  664. 

Sec.  752a.  Evidence  admissible  on  issue  whether  broker  was 
a  joint  purchaser. 
In  a  broker's  action  for  commissions,  evidence  that  to  en- 
able the  purchasers  to  make  the  cash  payment  required  plain- 
tiff agreed  to  loan  them  the  amount  of  the  commissions  claimed 
by  him,  was  admissible  on  the  issue  whether  plaintiff  was  a 
joint  purchaser.  Smith  v.  Fears  (Tex.  C.  A.  '09),  122  S.  W. 
433. 
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Sec.  768.    As  to  what  occurred  between  plaintiff  and  another 
as  to  drawing  deed  to  pnrehaeer. 

In  an  action  for  a  broker's  commissions,  evidence  as  to  what 
occorred  between  plaintiff  and  another  with  reference  to  draw- 
ing the  deed  to  the  purchaser  plaintiff  claimed  to  have  secured 
was  admissible.  Leuschner  v.  Patrick  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  103  S. 
W.  664. 

Sec.  754.    Evidence  of  valne  of  lands  as  bearing  on  valne  of 
plaintiff's  services. 

Where  plaintiff  sued  on  a  grumtum  meruit  for  services  in 
obtaining  options  to  purchase  coal  lands  for  defendant,  evi- 
dence as  to  the  value  of  the  lands  was  admissible  as  bearing 
on  the  value  of  plaintiff's  services.  Derik  Bros.,  C.  d;  C.  Co, 
v.  Btroetter,  229  111.  134,  82  N.  B.  250;  Huff  v.  Hardivick, 
19  Colo.  App.  416,  75  P.  693;  Leake  v.  Scaief,  140  S.  W.  814, 
—  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ;  Williams  v.  Phelps,  171  S.  W.  1100;  — 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ;  Stevens  v.  Wis.  Farm  Loan  Co.,  146  N.  W. 
173,  124  Minn.  421 ;  Chandler  v.  Oaines-Ferguson  Realty  Co.,  224 
S.  W.  484^  —  Ark.  Sup.  — . 

Sec.  7B5.    Declarations  of  defendant's  agents  as  part  of  the 
res  gestae. 

In  an  action  for  a  broker's  commissions,  declarations  of  de- 
fendant's agents  as  to  the  broker's  commissions,  made  at  the 
time  they  were  negotiating  and  closing  the  deal  with  the  pur- 
chaser found  by  the  broker,  are  admissible  as  part  of  the  res 
gestae,  Fritz  v.  Chicago  Orain  &  Ele.  Co.,  136  Iowa,  699,  114 
N.  W.  193.  Tuffree  v.  Binford,  130  Iowa,  532,  107  N.  W.  425 ; 
Joffe  V.  Nagel,  114  N.  Y.  S.  905;  Mechem  on  Ag.  Sec.  715. 

Sec.  756.    Where  terms  of  sale  were  not  given,  evidence  of 
purchaser's  refusal  to  accept 

"Where,  in  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  for  commissions 
for  procuring  a  purchaser  of  real  estate,  it  appears  that  the 
terms  of  sale  were  not  given  by  defendant  at  the  time  the 
broker  was  emjxloyed,  evidence  of  occurrences  at  the  meeting 
of  the  parties  resulting  in  the  purchaser's  refusing  to  accept 


670  AHEBIOAN  LAW   BEAL  ESTATE  AGENCY. 

the  contract  proposed  was  admiflsible,  whetber  defendant  had 
an  option  on  the  property  or  had  merely  authority  to  sell  it 
Behrman  v.  Marcus,  107  N.  Y.  S.  12.  Also  where  terms  were 
not  expressed  in  written  agreement,  parol  evidence  to  estab- 
lish same.    Casey  v.  BiOiards  (Cal.  App.  W),  101  P.  36. 

Sec.  767.    Evidence  as  to  custom  of  agents  to  look  after  vacant 
property. 

The  testimony  of  real  estate  agents  in  St.  Louis  that  it  is 
a  custom  or  usage  of  real  estate  agents  having  in  charge  prop- 
erty for  the  collection  of  rents  to  look  after  the  property  while 
vacant,  is  admissible  to  explain  the  intended  scope  of  the 
agency.     Cameron  v.  McNair,  76  Mo.  App.  366. 

Sec.  758.    Deed  and  receipt  as  tending  to  show  defendant 
could  have  obtained  the  property. 

In  an  action  for  a  broker's  commissions  for  negotiating  a 
purchase  which  defendant  refused  to  consummate,  a  deed  and 
receipt  purporting  to  have  been  signed  and  acknowledged  by 
the  owner,  .and  proof  of  a  tender,  were  admissible,  with  other 
proof,  as  tending  to  show  that  defendant  could  have  obtained 
the  property  at  his  offer  had  he  desired  to  do  so,  where  no 
objection  was  raised  as  to  their  form  or  genuineness.  Hanna 
V.  EspaUa,  148  Ala.  313,  42  S.  443. 

Sec.  768a.    Evidence  admissible  to  show  defendant  refused  to 
execute  deeds  to  buyers  procured  by  broker. 

Evidence  that  the  agents  of  the  owner  of  lands,  with  the 
approval  of  the  owner,  sold  a  part  of  them  which  had  been 
intrusted  to  plaintiffs  for  sale,  to  persons  who  were  found  by 
plaintiffs,  and  induced  by  them  to  come  on  the  lands  with  the 
purpose  of  purchasing,  is  admissible  in  an  action  against  the 
owner  for  a  breach  of  his  contract  in  refusing  to  execute  deeds 
to  buyers  found  by  plaintiffs.  Burnett  v.  Edling,  19  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  711,  48  S.  W.  775. 

Sec.  769.    Evidence  of  person  who  purchased  claim  that  de- 
fendant had  no  part  in  the  transaction. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  by  a  person  engaged  to  secure 
title  to  certain  mining  properties,  where  defendant's  answer 
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ayerred  that  he  had  taken  no  part  in  the  transaction  involving 
their  subsequent  purchase  by  another  person,  and  plaintiff  had 
testified  that  he  would  not  be  entitled  to  conunissions  had  the 
person  obtaining  the  purchase  dealt  with  persons  other  than 
defendant,  evidence  of  the  person,  who  purchased  the  claims 
that  defendant  had  no  part  in  the  transaction,  was  admissible. 
Bailey  v.  Carlton,  43  Colo.  4,  95  P.  542. 

Sec.  760.    Evidence  tending  to  show  defendants  held  them- 
selves out  as  partners. 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  for  commissions,  wherein 
one  defendant  filed  a  separate  plea  denying  that  he  was  justly 
liable  with  his  co-defendant,  evidence  was  admissible  by  the 
broker  as  to  various  trips  made  by  him  with  his  co-defendant 
around  the  country  for  the  purpose  of  selling  lands,  and  the 
custion  of  the  defendant  denying  joint  liability  therewith,  as 
was  also  evidence  by  another  of  a  purchase  by  him  of  land 
from  defendants  jointly,  as  tending  to  show  the  relation  of 
defendants  and  that  they  held  themselves  out  as  partners.  Mo- 
Cann  v.  Meyer,  232  111.  507,  83  N.  E.  1042. 

Sec.  761.    Prices  at  which  similar  lands  were  selling  as  evi- 
dence of  good  faith. 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  agent  for  commissions,  evidence 
of  the  prices  at  which  neighboring  lands  of  the  same  kind 
were  selling  at  the  time  the  sale  was  made  is  admissible  to 
show  that  a  good  price  was  realized,  thereby  tending  to  prove 
faithfulness  and  efficient  service.  Anderson  y.  Lewis  64  W. 
Va.  297,  61  S.  E.  160. 

Sec.  761a.    Competent  to  show  intentions  of  parties  by  gabse- 
qnent  dealings. 

In  an  action  by  an  agent  against  the  principal  for  a  com- 
mission on  a  real  estate  deal,  it  is  competent  to  show  the  real 
intentions  of  the  parties  as  to  carrying  out  the  contract  by  their 
subsequent  dealings  in  pursuance  thereof.  Oibson  v.  Hunt  (Iowa 
Sup.  '03),  94  N.  W.  277;  Howe  Banking  &  Realty  Co.  v.  Baum, 
82  A.  970,  85  Conn.  383;  Bunyard  v.  Farman,  161  S.  W.  640, 
176  Mo.  App.  Sd;Duff  &  Conger  v.  Makley,  175  N.  Y.  Sup.  777; 
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Chandler  7.  Oaines-Ferguson  Realty  Co.,  224  S.  W.  484,  —  Ark. 
Sup.  — . 

Sec.  761b.    Evidence  admissible  on  qneetion  wheCher  taroksr 
had  abandoned  the  contract. 

Where,  in  an  action  by  plaintiff  for  conuniasions  on  a  sale  of 
defendant's  property,  defendant  alleged  an  abandonment  of  the 
contract,  statements  of  plaintiff  that  he  continued  his  efforts  to 
dispose  of  the  property  were  competent  on  the  question  of 
whether  he  had  abandoned  the  contract.  Clements  v.  Stapleton, 
136  Iowa,  137,  113  N.  W.  546. 

When  a  broker  employed  to  find  a  purchaser,  after  repeated 
efforts,  stated  to  the  owner  that  he  could  not  "sell  the  place,*'  it 
indicated  an  abandonment  of  the  agency.  McFarland  v.  Boucher, 
134  N.  W.  91,  153  Iowa,  716. 

See.  7610.   Broker's  contract  admissible  in  evidence. 

Where  the  assignee  of  certain  real  estate  brokers  sued  in  as- 
sumpsit to  recover  compensation  for  a  broker's  services  rendered 
under  a  written  contract  with  defendant,  which  defendant  had 
cancelled  before  the  termination  of  the  contract  term,  the  contract 
was  admissible  in  evidence.  Breen  v.  Roy  (Gal.  App.  '08),  97 
P.  170;  James  E.  Carlson,  Inc.  v.  BobUr,  174  N.  W.  824,  — 
Minn.  Sup.  — . 

Seo.  761d.    Evidence  held  admissiblo. 

(1)  Agreement  between  brokers  and  a  prospective  purchaser, 
by  which  he  employed  the  brokers  to  procure  a  buyer  from  him 
at  an  increased  price,  made  subsequent  to  the  original  employ- 
ment; held,  admissible  under  a  general  denial.  Dichxnson  v.  Ty- 
sen,  103  K  E.  703,  209  N.  Y.  395,  rev.  judg.,  132  K  Y.  Sup. 
1126,  148  App.  Div.  894. 

(2)  In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions  in  procuring  a 
purchaser,  evidence  of  the  length  of  time  covered  by  the  broker's 
correspondence  with  the  landowner  is  properly  admitted.  Alex- 
ander V.  Smith,  61  S.  68,  180  Ala.  541. 

(3)  Evidence  held  admissible  to  show  the  meaning  of  the 
phrase  ''it  is  closed,''  in  a  real  estate  broker's  contract,  which  en- 
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titled  ^iw>  to  commission  only  in  case  the  sale  was  closed.    NuU 
ting  &  Co.  v.  Kennedy,  85  S.  E.  767,  16  Ga.  App.  560. 

(4)  In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  for  commissions  on  a 
sale  of  land  alleged  to  have  been  made  by  agreement  with  the 
owner,  evidence  of  plaintiff  that  he  had  listed  the  land  on  his 
books  is  admissible.    Wright  v.  Olson,  191  111.  App.  272. 

(5)  In  an  action  for  procuring  a  purchaser  for  land,  evidence 
was  admissible  by  the  proposed  purchaser  that  when  he  told  the 
seller's  agent  that  he  would  buy  if  a  certain  other  person  did  not, 
he  was  willing  at  that  time,  and  executed  a  written  contract  to 
purchase  on  that  condition.  Beomer  v.  Stvber,  145  N.  W.  936, 
164  Iowa,  309. 

(6)  In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions,  evidence  that 
the  purchaser  was  not  influenced  by  the  broker  in  making  the 
purchase  held  admissible.  Howard  v.  Street,  93  A.  923,  125  Md. 
289. 

(7)  In  a  suit  by  one  broker  against  another,  who  had  charge 
of  his  work  and  made  a  sale;  held,  that  plaintiff  might  show  the 
amount  which  defendant  received.  Deho  v.  Gamble,  152  N.  W. 
979,  186  Mich.  583. 

(8)  Where,  in  an  action  for  commissions,  there  is  a  contra- 
versy  as  to  the  listing  agreement  and  as  to  whether  plaintiffs  ef- 
forts to  make  a  sale  were  communicated  to  the  owner,  evidence  of 
such  efforts  is  competent.  Wright  v.  Waits,  148  N.  W.  60,  126 
Minn.  115. 

(9)  Where  defendants  contracted  to  pay  intestate  a  specified 
sum  on  a  sale  of  certain  land  for  intestate's  services,  evidence  of 
the  wife  of  the  landowner  that  when  papers  were  prepared  for 
the  sale  of  the  sixth  interest,  it  was  agreed  that  no  commissions 
should  be  paid  on  account  of  that  deal,  was  admissible.  Smith  v. 
Crane,  154  S.  W.  857,  169  Mo.  App.  695. 

(10)  In  an  action  for  a  broker's  commission,  evidence  that  the 
broker's  manager  had  made  an  appointment  by  telephone  for  the 
seller  to  meet  the  buyer  in  another  city  was  admissible.  National 
Milling  Co.  v.  Kirby,  94  A.  149,  —  R.  I.  Sup.  — . 

(11)  In  a  broker's  action  for  commissions,  testimony  regarding 
the  transaction,  mentioned  in  a  letter  which,  if  it  related  to  the 
transaction  in  question,  tended  to  show  an  abandonment  by  the 
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broker  of  his  efforts  to  make  a  sale ;  held,  wrongly  excluded.  Eaelh 
ett  V.  Straw,  144  N.  W.  665,  33  S.  D.  17. 

(12)  In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions,  certain  evidence 
held  admissible  to  show  that  a  sale  conld  not  be  made  on  the 
designated  date.  Longwarth  y.  Stevens,  145  S.  W.  257,  —  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  — . 

(13)  Under  allegation  in  an  answer  in  an  action  for  a  broker's 
commission,  that  if  plaintiff  was  instrumental  in  effecting  the 
sale,  his  services  were  purely  voluntary  and  without  promise  of 
compensation,  evidence  was  admissible  that  plaintiff  and  defend- 
ant were  closely  related,  so  as  to  raise  the  presumption  that  the 
services  were  gratuitous.  Carl  v.  Wolcott,  156  S.  W.  334,  — 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

(14)  Where,  in  an  action  for  broker's  services  in  selling  land 
during  1910,  defendant  claimed  termination  of  contract  for 
plaintiflP s  lack  of  diligence,  evidence  of  notice  to  plaintiff  by  de- 
fendant's president,  or  another  at  his  direction,  that  the  contract 
was  terminated,  was  admissible.  Putnam  Land  A  Dev.  Co.  v. 
Elser,  159  S.  W.  190,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

(15)  In  an  action  for  commissions  on  a  sale  of  land  under  an 
alleged  verbal  agreement,  defendant's  testimony  that  he  under- 
stood the  broker  was  buying  the  property,  and  expected  to  resell 
it,  improperly  excluded.  Cardozo  v.  Middle  Ailaniic  Emi.  Co., 
82  S.  E.  80,  116  Va.  342. 

(16)  Where  a  real  estate  broker,  suing  for  commissions, 
claimed  that  the  customer  produced  was  ready,  able  and  willing  to 
buy  on  the  conditions  fixed  by  defendants,  who  sought  to  show 
the  broker's  knowledge  of  an  additional  condition,  with  which  the 
customer  in  question  and  the  broker^s  customer  refused  to  com- 
ply, it  was  error  to  exclude  testimony  showing  all  the  negotia- 
tions with  both  customers  in  the  broker's  presence,  and  the  pro- 
posed contracts  with  the  customers  submitted  to  them  by  defend- 
ants during  such  negotiations.  'Arnold  v.  Schmeidler,  129  HT.  T. 
Sup.  408,  144  App.  Div.  420. 

(17)  In  a  broker's  action  for  commissions  for  an  exchange  of 
land  for  a  stock  of  goods,  evidence  as  to  the  nature  of  the  ex- 
change contract  and  the  value  of  the  goods,  and  as  to  the  reasons 
for  the  failure  to  complete  the  exchange,  was  relevant  and  compe- 
tent.   DuTce  V.  Oraham,  143  N.  W.  817,  163  Iowa,  272. 
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(18)  In  an  action  for  broker's  oommisdons^  letters  exchanged 
between  the  owner  and  the  purchaser;  held,  admissible  to  show 
that  the  owner  himself  procured  the  purchaser.  Stafford  ▼• 
Bainey,  149  P.  611,  27  Cal.  App.  224. 

(19)  A  letter  written  to  a  porchaser  by  defendant's  attorneys, 
on  her  behalf,  and  stating  that  they  were  willing  to  conclude  the 
matter,  evidence  held  admissible.  Swift  y.  Moore,  82  S.  E.  914, 
15  Oa.  App.  254. 

(20)  A  telegram  sent  by  the  broker  to  the  joint  owner  who 
had  listed  the  land,  asserting  the  broker's  claim  for  commission, 
was  properly  admitted  upon  a  showing  of  knowledge  of  the  other 
joint  owners  of  the  broker's  claims,  there  being  other  evidence 
that  all  the  owners  knew  of  the  telegram.  Webb  v.  Harding,  159 
S.  W.  1029,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

(21)  Evidence  that  defendant  ma^e  no  other  objections  to 
the  contract  of  sale  denied  than  those  enumerated  by  him  at  that 
time  was  admissible.  J.  N.  Duntof  S  Oo.  v.  Anderson,  138  N. 
W.  910. 

(22)  Evidence  of  an  express  offer  of  a  commission  to  a  third 
person  for  bringing  about  a  sale  to  another,  was  competent  to 
show  a  motive  for  the  principal's  desire  to  abandon  the  agree- 
ment with  customers  procured  by  the  broker.  Hutchinson  v. 
Plant,  105  K  B.  1017,  218  Mass.  148. 

(23)  Evidence  of  the  amount  obtained  by  the  principal  after 
abandoning  the  agreement  with  the  customers  procured  by  the 
broker,  was  admissible  in  the  discretion  of  the  judge.    Id. 

(23)  Evidence  of  parol  condition  in  owner's  agreement  to 
accept  land  in  lieu  of  cash;  held  admissible,  as  tending  to  show 
lack  of  fidelity  on  the  part  of  the  broker.  Worthen  v.  Stewart, 
172  S.  W.  855,  116  Ark.  294. 

(24)  In  a  case  for  broker's  commissions  for  securing  purchasers 
of  certain  real  estate  for  defendant  at  a  partition  sale,  evidence 
that  at  the  sale  one  of  the  plaintiffs  was  instrumental  in  stopping 
the  bids  of  an  adverse  bidder,  on  the  ground  that  he  was  unwilling 
to  comply  with  the  terms  of  the  sale,  and  thereby  render  the  ser- 
vice in  accordance  with  his  duty,  as  representative  of  the  defend- 
ants, was  admissible.  Davis  v.  Oross,  184  S.  W.  88, 153  Mo.  App. 
607. 
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(24)  Wliere  defendants  employed  plaintiffs  to  secure  certain 
property  about  to  be  sold  at  a  partition  sale,  evidence  that  plain- 
tiffs agreed  not  to  have  any  other  bidders  at  the  sale  than  defend- 
ants was  admissible.    Id. 

(25)  Where  it  appeared  that  the  owner  orally  employed  the 
brokers,  and  then  contracted  a  sale  to  the  purchaser  procured  by 
them,  an  agreement  between  the  purchaser  and  the  brokers,  by 
which  the  purchaser  employed  the  brokers  to  procure  a  buyer 
from  him  at  an  advanced  price;  held,  admissible  on  the  question 
whether  the  brokers  in  good  faith  performed  their  contract.  Dick- 
inson  v.  Tyson,  103  N.  E.  703,  209  N.  Y.  395,  rev.  judg.,  132 
N.  Y.  Sup.  1126,  148  App.  Div.  894. 

(26)  In  action  for  commission  for  selling  a  farm  of  defendant^ 
evidence  that  the  broker  had  agreed  to  assist  the  purchaser  in 
procuring  the  farm,  held  competent,  on  the  issue  of  his  agency  for 
the  purchaser.    Hoffman  v.  Steile,  139  N.  W.  733,  152  Wis.  84. 

(27)  Where  a  real  estate  agent  was  the  secret  but  accredited 
representative  of  defendants  in  an  attempt  to  sell  certain  land 
to  plaintiff,  evidence  of  what  he  did  and  said  while  in  the  per- 
formance of  his  duty  as  agent  was  admissible  against  defendants. 
Schiffer  v.  Anderson,  146  F.  457,  76  C.  C.  A.  667. 

(28)  In  an  action  by  assignee  of  real  estate  broker  to  recover 
as  commission  payment  received  from  purchaser,  and  paid  by 
broker  to  owner  as  consideration  for  a  contract,  giving  purchaser 
the  right  to  consummate  the  sale,  earnest  money  receipt  given 
by  owner  to  broker  is  material  as  tending  to  show  that  payment 
was  made  as  consideration  for  the  contract.  Hailoran  v.  German 
American  Mer.  BJe.,  165  P.  80,  —  Wash.  Sup.  — . 

(29)  In  broker's  action  for  commission  on  sale  of  farm,  where 
plaintiff  testified  that  one  of  the  terms  of  contract  was  that  buyer 
must  first  dispose  of  his  farm,  plaintiff  was  properly  permitted  to 
show  that  buyer  had  complied  with  conditions.  McFarland  v. 
Walton,  164  N.  W.  737,  —  Iowa  Sup.  — . 

(30)  In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  compensation,  in  which  de- 
fendant claimed  fault  of  plaintiff  in  not  procuring  a  person  able 
and  willing  to  make  an  agreed  exchange,  in  that  such  party  did 
not  show  a  good  and  merchantable  title  to  his  land,  and  that  the 
cause  of  failure  of  negotiations  was  in  the  defect  in  defendant's 
title,  because  of  pending  litigation;  held,  admissible  to  show  that 
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the  other  party  who  was  to  make  the  exchange  had  notice  of  snch 
defect  in  the  title.  Empire  Securities  Co.  y.  Noble,  81  S.  5,  — 
Ala.  Slip.  — . 

(31)  Where  defendant  had  introduced  proof  as  to  the  date  of 
proceedings  in  another  suit  affecting  title  to  the  land  and  of  the 
parties  to  it^  etc.,  the  record  of  such  case  was  admissible  to  con- 
tradict or  sustain  that  evidence.    Id. 

(32)  The  record  in  another  suit  against  defendant  held  admis^ 
sible,  since  it  may  have  inyolved  title  to  land  exchanged,  as  pre- 
venting the  title  from  being  merchantable,  thus  showing  that  the 
fault  to  consummate  the  exchange  was  the  fault  of  defendant  and 
not  of  plaintiff.    Id. 

(33)  In  an  action  to  recoTer  an  agreed  broker^s  commission 
for  procuring  a  purchaser  for  real  property,  brought  against  the 
husband  of  one  of  the  twelve  heirs  thereto,  it  was  permissible  for 
the  defendant  to  show,  as  bearing  on  the  probability  of  his  having 
employed  plaintiff,  that  the  property  was  held  by  the  twelve  heirs, 
the  consent  of  all  of  whom  would  be  necessary  to  effect  the  sale. 
Baum  V.  Kelly,  176  N.  Y.  Sup.  22. 

(34)  A  written  agreement  to  pay  a  broker  a  stated  commis- 
sion for  selling  real  estate,  satisfying  the  statute  of  frauds,  and 
purporting  on  its  face  to  have  been  made  after  the  sale,  was  prop- 
erly admitted  in  evidence  to  show  the  relationship  of  principal 
and  agent,  in  a  suit  for  money  had  and  received  by  such  broker. 
Puffer  V.  Bodley,  181  P.  1,  —  Or.  Sup.  — . 

(35)  Evidence  as  to  the  market  value  of  land  conveyed  to 
plaintiff  by  defendant,  as  part  of  the  purchase  price  for  land  sold 
by  plaintiff  to  another  through  defendant  as  agent,  is  admissible 
in  action  to  recover  the  sum  received  by  defendant  in  payment 
for  such  land,  as  part  of  the  original  cash  offer  for  plaintiff's 
land,  not  disclosed  by  defendant  to  plaintiff,  to  show  that  plain- 
tiff did  not  commit  a  breach  in  repudiating  the  transaction.    Id. 

(36)  In  a  land  broker's  action  upon  principal's  written  agree- 
ment to  pay  for  services  performed,  where  answer  alleged  tiiere 
was  no  consideration  for  agreement,  parol  evidence  was  not  in- 
admissible as  being  violative  of  the  statute  of  frauds  requiring  a 
brokers'  contract  to  be  in  writing,  but  was  admissible  for  the 
purpose  of  showing  consideration.  Batzlaff  v.  Trainar-Desmond 
Co.,  183  P.  269,  —  Cal.  App.  — . 
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(37)  In  a  broker's  action  for  commission  on  a  sale  of  listed 
property^  any  testimony  tending  to  show  that  there  was  no  agree- 
ment in  the  same  sense  between  the  parties  relative  to  alleged 
contract  of  listment  would  be  admissible.  Pops  v.  PeepUs,  101 
S.  E.  303,  —  Qa.  App.  — . 

(38)  In  an  action  for  a  commiasion  under  a  valid  brokerage 
contract  authorizing  a  sale  on  certain  terms  as  to  down  payment 
and  as  to  the  balance,  it  was  proper  to  admit  proof  that  defendant 
had  later  sold  the  land  and  received  a  small  payment  down.  Ed- 
mundson  v.  Phenix,  178  K  W.  893. 

(39)  A  letter  written  to  defendant  by  a  stranger,  on  behalf  of 
plaintiff,  communicating  the  fact  and  terms  of  sale  negotiated  by 
plaintiff,  was  admissible.    Id. 

(40)  Where  amount  of  broker's  commission  for  services  in  ef- 
fecting an  exchange  of  land  is  not  agreed  on,  the  fair  market 
value  of  the  property  exchanged  or  offered  for  exchange  would  be 
competent  and  relevant.  Marrisan  v.  Jackson,  86  S.  673  (Ala. 
App.). 


CHAPTER  X. 

EVIDENGE— INADMI8SIBU!. 

Sec.  762.    On  bill  for  speoiflc  performance,  that  land  in  one 
year  doubled  in  value. 

On  a  bill  for  specific  performance  of  a  contract  to  convey, 
in  which  the  defense  is,  that  the  broker  who  made  the  sale 
did  so  without  authority  of  defendant,  evidence  that  the  land 
in  one  year  doubled  in  value  is  inadmissible.  WUkinson  v. 
Churchill,  114  Mass.  184;  Ooin  v.  Hess,  102  Iowa,  140  71  N. 
W.  218.  Compare  Sec  672. 

Sec.  763.    Agent's  private  record  book  to  prove  authority  to 
sell  land. 

The  private  record  book  of  a  real  estate  agent  is  not  com- 
petent to  prove,  in  an  action  for  commissions,  that  authority 
had  been  given  to  him  by  the  owner  of  the  land  to  sell  the 
same.  Boyd  v.  Jennings,  46  HI.  App.  290.  Compare  Monroe 
V.  Snow,  131  HI.  126,  23  N.  E.  401. 

Sec.  764.    Evidence  to  prove  custom  among  broken  in  ex* 
changes  to  charge  each  party. 

An  offer  to  prove  a  general  custom  among  brokers  acting 
for  both  parties  to  an  exchange  of  lands  to  charge  commissions 
to  each,  held  properly  refused,  for  the  reason  that  it  appeared 
that  the  broker  was  the  agent  of  one  of  the  parties,  and  could 
not,  therefore,  legally  demand  compensation  from  the  other. 
Dartt  V.  Somnesym,  86  Minn.  65,  90  N.  W.  115.  See  also  Sec. 
578. 

Sec.  766.    Evidence  of  an  offer  of  compromise. 

Evidence  that  the  owner  refused  to  pay  the  broker,  but  of- 
fered, as  a  compromise,  to  pay  a  fixed  amount  and  to  give  an- 
other specified  amount  to  a  church,  is  inadmissible,  under  the 
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rule  that  proposations  made  with  a  view  to  a  compromise  are 
not  proper  evidence.  Emery  v.  Atlanta  B.  E.  Ex.,  88  Qa.  321, 
14  S.  B.  556 ;  Boss  v.  Decker,  68  N.  Y.  S.  790,  34  Misc.  168. 

Sec.  766.    Evidence  by  unezpert  witnesses  as  to  the  value  of  a 
broker's  services. 

It  was  not  error  to  refuse  to  admit  the  opinions  of  witnesses 
as  to  the  value  of  plaintiff's  services  in  negotiating  a  purchase, 
the  witnesses  not  being  experts  and  having  no  better  means 
of  forming  a  judgment  than  the  jurors.  MiUer  v.  EaHy,  22 
Ky.  L.  R.  825,  58  S.  W.  789. 

Bee.  766a.    Evidence  by  expert  as  to  valne  of  property,  and 
as  to  his  competency. 

Where  real  estate  broker  is  testifying  as  to  the  value  of  an  op- 
tion, evidence  showing  his  familiarity  with  the  property,  and  its 
increase  in  value  in  the  past,  is  admissible  to  show  his  compe- 
tency as  an  expert.    iBastman  v.  Dunn,  83  A.  1057,  34  R  I.  416. 

Sec.  767.    In  an  action  for  executed  lale  evidence  of  respon- 
sibility of  purchaser. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  against  a  vendor  for  his  commis- 
sions, the  contract  between  the  vendor  and  purchaser  being 
executed,  and  there  being  no  allegation  or  proof  that  the  bro- 
ker induced  the  vendor  to  execute  the  contract,  or  any  repre- 
sentation of  bad  faith,  testimony  as  to  the  financial  ability  of 
the  purchaser  was  inadmissible.  Fleet  v.  Barker,  104  N,  Y.  S. 
940,  120  App.  Div.  455.  Compare  Dodson  v.  MiUiken,  27  App. 
(D.  C.)  500. 

Sec.  768.    Evidence  that  defendant  wanted  witness  to  advise 
him  as  to  purchaser's  proposal 

In  an  action  for  a  broker's  commissions,  evidence  that  de- 
fendant applied  to  witness  to  know  what  to  do  concerning  the 
proposed  purchasor's  proposition  to  pay  for  the  land  in  monthly 
installments,  and  the  witness's  advice  given  in  response,  was  in- 
admissible. Leuschner  v.  Patrick  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '07 ),  103  S. 
W.  664. 
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Sec.  709.    Oral  evidence  to  extend  expired  written  authority 
to  agent. 

Written  authority  was  entered  into  giving  a  broker  the  ex- 
elusive  right  to  sell  real  estate  at  a  fixed  price  before  a  certain 
date.  Held,  that  an  offer  to  show  that  at  the  time  of  the  exe- 
cution of  the  contract  defendant  told  plaintiff  that  if  the  said 
sale  was  effected  after  the  expiration  of  the  written  contract 
defendant  would  pay  the  broker  his  commission,  was  inadmis- 
sible.   Laxley  v.  Studebacker,  75  N.  J.  L.  599,  68  A.  98. 

Sec.  769a.    Written  contract  insufficient  and  parol  evidence 
inadmissible. 

Under  Ballinger's  Annotated  Code  and  Statutes,  Sec.  4576, 
amended  by  laws  of  1905,  p.  110,  c.  58,  requiring  contracts  for 
the  employment  of  brokers  to  sell  real  estate  for  a  commission 
to  be  in  writing,  a  written  contract  employing  a  broker  to  pro- 
cure a  purchaser  of  real  estate  for  a  fixed  price  net,  containing 
no  stipulation  for  the  payment  of  a  commission,  and  showing 
the  erasure  in  the  printed  form  used  of  the  words  providing 
for  the  payment  of  a  comnussion,  is  insufficient,  and  x>arol 
evidence  fixing  the  liability  for  the  commissions  is  inadmissible* 
Foots  Y.  Bolbins,  60  Wash.  277,  97  P.  103;  Holland  v.  Johnson, 
174  N.  W.  874,  —  N.  D.  Sup.  — . 

Sec.  770.    In  an  action  by  architect  for  f eee,  cort  of  building 
given  building  department. 

In  an  action  by  an  architect  for  fees  for  making  plans  for 
a  building  at  a  specified  per  cent,  of  its  cost,  a  statement  as 
to  the  cost  in  the  plans  filed  with  the  building  department, 
was  inadmissible.  Israels  v.  McDonald  107  N.  Y.  S.  826  123 
App.  Div.  63. 

Sec.  771.    In  an  action  for  conunisBions  evidence  of  defend- 
ant's  dealings  with  other  broken. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  compensation  on  the  issue  as 
to  whether  the  contract  with  the  principal  called  for  a  com- 
mission of  a  certain  percentage  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale,  or 
of  the  proceeds  over  a  specified  price,  evidence  as  to  defendant's 
dealings  with  other  real  estate  agents,  and  the  terms  under 
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which  he  had  lifited  the  land  with  them,  was  inadmifisible.  Lloyd 
V.  Kerley  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '07),  106  S.  W.  696;  Boss  v.  Carr 
(N.  M.  Sup.  '09),  103  P.  307;  Leander  v.  Oraves  (Cola  Snp. 
'09),  100  P.  403;  Steinman  v.  Henry  Morganthau  Co.,  154  N.  Y. 
Sup.  216 ;  Engles  v.  Blocker,  192  S.  W.  193,  127  Ark.  386. 

Baa  771a.   Plaintiff's  teatimony  as  to  loaa  of  proftti. 

In  action  against  railroad  for  services  rendered  in  negotiating 
leases  and  in  surrendering,  plaintifiPs  own  evidence  as  to  alleged 
loss  of  profits  from  plaintiff's  retail  groceiy  business,  etc.,  held  in- 
admissible. Wash.  B.  &  A.  Elec.  B.  v.  Moss,  100  A.  86,  130  Md. 
198.  Plaintiff's  own  evidence  as  to  the  value  of  advantage  of 
property  to  road  was  inadmissible.    Id. 

Sec  771b.   Evidence  as  to  proper^  not  involTed  in  sntt  inad- 
missible. 

Under  a  declaration  claiming  commissions  only  on  property 
purchased  by  defendant,  evidence  of  negotiations  by  plaintifb 
in  regard  to  other  property  is  inadmissible.  Martien  ▼.  Mayor, 
etc,  Baltimore,  109  Md.  260,  71  A.  966. 

Sec.  772.    Beceipt  in  connection  with  another  exchange  of 
the  same  propertj. 

In  an  action  by  real  estate  brokers  for  a  commission  for 
negotiating  an  exchange  of  defendant's  property,  which  de- 
fendant refused  to  carry  out,  a  receipt  given  by  one  of  the 
plaintiffs  to  defendant  for  a  commission  paid  him  by  defend- 
ant for  effecting  an  exchange  of  the  same  property  with  an- 
other purchaser  is  inadmissible,  because  foreign  to  the  issuea 
Ooodnum  v.  Linetzky,  107  N.  Y.  S.  50. 

Sec.  773.    Printed  statutes  of  New  Jernj,  under  plea  of  non- 
assumpsit.  • 

Where  a  resident  of  New  Jersey  sues  to  recover  on  a  parol 
contract  for  commissions  for  a  sale  of  real  estate  in  New  Jer- 
sey, the  printed  statutes  of  New  Jersey  requiring  such  con- 
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tracts  to  be  in  writing  were  inadmissible  under  the  plea  of  non- 
€t98umpsit,  but  only  by  way  of  special  matter,  after  due  notice. 
Callaway  v.  Prettyman,  218  Pa.  293,  67  A.  418. 

Sec.  774.    In  action  against  hnsband  for  commission^  whaV 
was  said  between  wife  and  pnrehaser. 

In  an  action  against  a  husband  for  a  broker's  commissions 
for  selling  the  wife's  land,  testimony  that  another  told  de- 
fendant that  plaintiff  tried  to  sell  him  the  property  at  a  profit 
above  the  figure  the  wife  asked,  and  as  to  what  was  said  be- 
tween the  wife  and  one  of  the  purchasers^  was  inadmissible. 
Green  v.  Brady,  152  Ala.  507,  44  S.  408. 

Sec.  776.    Declarations  and  statements  by  plaintiffs  as  to  sale 
of  land,  as  self-serving. 

In  an  action  for  a  broker's  commissions,  declarations  and 
statements  by  the  plaintiff  as  to  the  sale  of  the  land,  and  what 
he  would  be  entitled  to,  were  self-serving  and  inadmissible. 
Leutscher  v.  Patrick  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '07),  103  S.  W.  664; 
Ross  V.  Muskotvitz,  100  Tex.  434,  100  S.  W.  768.  Also  by 
the  owner  as  to  the  sale  of  the  property.  Ooldstein  v.  D^Arcy, 
201  Mass.  312,  87  N.  E.  584. 

Sec.  776.    On  issne  whether  defendant's  agent  had  authority 
— ^Defendant's  opinion. 

Where  the  issue  was  whether  the  defendant's  agent  had  au- 
thority to  make  a  certain  -contract,  defendant's  opinion  to  that 
effect  was  inadmissible,  as  being  a  conclusion  of  law.  Roche 
y.  Pennington,  90  Wis.  107,  62  N.  W.  946. 

Sec.  776a.    Statement  by  owner  in  regard  to  title  the  mere 
expression  of  an  opinion. 

That  a  land  broker  was  told  by  the  owner  that  defects  had 
been  found  in  the  title,  but  that  he  believed  it  was  good,  as 
they  had  owned  the  land  thirty  or  forty  years,  was  sufficient 
to  put  the  broker  on  inquiry  and  charge  him  with  notice  of 
the  defects;  the  statement  by  the  owner  that  the  title  was 
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good  oeing  merely  an  expression  of  opinion.     Montgomery  ▼. 
Amsler  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '09),  122  S.  W.  307. 


Sec.  776b.    Admission  of  contract  in  evidence  held  prejiu 
to  plaintiff. 

Where,  in  an  action  for  broker's  commissions  for  procnring 
a  purchaser  of  real  estate,  the  issue  was  whether  plaintiff  had 
been  employed  to  procure  a  purchaser,  the  admission  in  evi- 
dence of  a  contract  of  sale  drawn  in  the  absence  of  plaintiff, 
stating  that  the  seller  and  purchaser  agreed  that  no  broker 
had  brought  about  the  sale,  and  that  no  commission  was  to  be 
paid  to  the  broker,  was  prejudicial  to  plaintiff.  Koch  v.  Bjor- 
kegran,  119  N.  Y.  S.  193. 

Sec.  777.    In  interpleader,  declaration  of  principal  that  one 
was  entitled  to  the  fee. 

In  an  action  in  interpleader  where  the  issue  between  the  par- 
ties is  as  to  the  right  to  commissions  for  the  sale  of  real  es* 
tate,  the  declarations  of  the  owner  of  the  property  sold,  made 
some  time  after  the  sale  had  been  effected  and  in  the  absence 
of  the  defendant,  to  the  effect  that  he  thought  plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  the  commission,  are  inadmissible.  Shipnum  v. 
Freeh,  3  N.  Y.  S.  932,  15  Daly,  151. 

Sec.  778.    Statement  by  principal  that  absent  broker  had  no 
authority  to  sell. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions  on  a  sale  of  land, 
where  another  broker  claiming  the  same  commissions  is  sub- 
stituted as  defendant  for  the  principal,  he  having  paid  the 
commissions  into  court,  the  principal's  statement  to  one  of  the 
brokers,  in  the  other's  absence,  that  the  absent  broker  had  no 
authority  to  sell  the  land  with  a  builder's  loan,  is  properly  ex- 
cluded.   Id. 

Sec.  779.    Under  general  denial,  that  defendant  sold  premiiet 
before  sale  by  plaintiff. 

Where  the  answer  is  a  genera,  denial,  the  issue  presented 
by  the  pleading  is  the  truth  of  the  allegations  of  the  petition* 
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TTnder  such  an  issue  affirmative  proof  in  favor  of  the  defend- 
ant can  not  be  received,  and  an  instruction  submitting  such 
proof  to  the  jury  is  erroneous,  and  hence,  evidence  offered  by 
defendant  that  he  sold  the  premises  to  other  parties  before  the 
sale  by  plaintiff  is  inadmissible.  Oriftith  v.  WodluH>rth,  44  N. 
W.  1137,  28  Neb.  715. 

8ec.  780.    Unless  pleaded,  evidence  that  defendant  defeated 
pajrment. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  to  recover  commissions  for  selling 
land,  evidence  that  the  act  of  defendant  prevented  the  hap- 
pening of  the  contingency  on  which  payment  was  to  be  made 
was  inadmissible,  the  excuse  not  being  pleaded  by  the  plain- 
tiff.   Turner  v.  Lane,  93  N.  Y.  S.  1083,  47  Misc.  387. 

Sec.  781.    Evidence  that  defendant's  agent  refused  hotel  to 
prospective  purchasers. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions  alleged  to  have 
been  lost  by  the  refusal  of  his  client  to  convey  the  land  sold, 
evidence  that  the  client's  agent  had  refused  the  use  of  the 
client's  shed  and  hotel  at  the  place  where  the  land  is  situated 
to  prospective  purchasers  found  by  plaintiff  was  inadmissible. 
Burnet  v.  Edling,  19  Tex.  Civ.  App.  711,  48  S.  W.  775. 

Sec.  782.    Evidence  as  to  value  of  services  where  contract  fixed 
commission. 

Where,  in  an  action  for  a  broker's  commissions  for  negotiat- 
ing a  purchase,  it  appeared  that  if  he  had  been  employed,  he 
was  entitled  to  a  fixed  commission  under  the  contract,  evi- 
dence was  inadmissible  to  show  vdiat  was  a  reasonable  commis- 
sion for  the  services.  Hanna  v.  Espalla,  148  Ala.  313,  42  S. 
443 ;  McDermott  v.  Abney,  106  Iowa,  749,  77  N.  W.  505 ;  Beatty 
V.  RusseU,  41  Neb.  321,  59  N.  W.  919 ;  Evans  v.  Gay,  38  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  442,  74  S.  W.  575;  Fortran  v.  Stowers,  113  S.  W. 
631  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '08) ;  Goldstein  v.  D'Arcy,  87  N.  E.  584, 
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201  Mass.  312;  Canton-Hughes  Pump  Co.  v.  Llera,  215  F.  79, 
131  C.  C.  A.  287;  Kohen  v.  Kieley,  129  N.  T.  Sup.  353;  Kitchen 
v.  Kaveny,  145  N.  W.  543,  33  8.  J>.  312;  Walker  y.  (TNeai,  94 
S.  E.  835,  —  Qa.  App.  —> 

860.  783.    Kvidenoe  of  option  after  sale  had  been  oompleted. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions,  evidence  of  inde- 
pendent negotiations  regarding  an  option  after  a  sale  had  been 
completed  by  plaintiff  is  inadmissible,  though  it  might  have 
been  competent  if  relating  to  negotiations  before  the  sale  was 
made.  Reed  v.  Light,  170  Ind.  550,  85  N.  E.  9 ;  Geo.  B.  Loving 
Co.  V.  Hesperian  Cattle  Co.,  176  Mo.  330,  75  S.  W.  1095. 

Sec.  783a.    Evidence  held  inadmissible. 

Where  a  contract  between  an  owner  of  land  and  his  agent 
for  sale  contained  specific  authority  to  the  agent  to  sell  a  cer- 
tain acreage,  evidence  was  inadmissible,  in  an  action  by  the 
agent  for  commissions,  to  show  that  the  tract  contained  a  great- 
er acreage  than  stated,  to  defeat  the  claim,  where  there  was 
no  proof  that  the  defendant  asserted  any  claim  to  a  greater 
acreage  prior  to  the  time  plaintiff  made  the  sale.  Denton  v. 
Howell  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '05),  87  S.  W.  221. 

Sec.  78Sb.    When  evidence  of  improvements  inadmissible. 

Evidence  of  improvements  made  by  a  land  owner,  without 
the  knowledge  of  his  broker,  can  not  be  shown  in  an  action 
by  the  broker  for  commissions  for  procuring  a  purchaser  for 
the  land  at  the  price  fixed  before  the  making  of  the  improve- 
ments, as  tending  to  show  that  the  price  so  fixed  must  have 
been  changed.    Handey  v.  Haddocks,  25  Wash.  297,  65  P.  544. 

Sec.  783c.    Testimony  of  greater  acreage  inadmissible  to  de- 
feat broker's  right  to  commissions. 

Where  a  contract  specifically  authorizes  the  sale  of  a  tract 
of  land  containing  a  certain  number  of  acres,  and  it  does  not 
appear  that  prior  to  the  sale  the  owner  claimed,  or  that  the 
agent  knew,  that  there  was  a  greater  number  of  acres  in  the 
tract,  evidence  that  the  tract  did  contain  a  greater  number  of 


PLBADINOB^  PBACnCB,  ETO.  687 

acres  is  inadmissible  to  defeat  an  action  for  commissions.    Eovh 
ell  V.  Denton  (Tex  Civ,  App.  '08),  113  S.  W.  314. 

Sea  783dL   Evidence  held  InadmissiUe. 

(1)  Where,  in  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions,  the 
owner  of  the  land  denied  making  any  contract  with  the  broker, 
the  testimony  of  a  third  person  that  he  had  an  offer  at  about  the 
time  of  the  making  of  the  alleged  contract  with  the  broker  to 
purchase  from  the  oWner  on  more  favorable  terms,  was  ineompe* 
tent,  in  the  absence  of  an  attack  on  the  credibility  of  the  owner. 
Kelly  &  Orady  v.  Davis,  138  S.  W.  1186,  —  Tex,  Civ.  App,  — . 

(2)  Under  Civil  Code,  Sec.  1624,  requiring  a  contract  of  em- 
ployment to  sell  land  to  be  in  writing  and  describing  the  land, 
where,  constrned  as  a  whole,  the  letters  claimed  to  constitute  such 
a  hiring,  held,  manifestly  referred  only  to  sales  of  the  ^T^  tract, 
parol  evidence  that  the  employers,  when  using  in  one  of  them  the 
phrase,  '^a  fair  compensation  for  the  sale  of  lands,  which  we  will 
now  take  up  vigorously,^  had  in  mind  and  intended  to  describe 
and  designate  the  ^P'  tract,  inadmissible.  Pronix  v.  Sacramento 
Valley  Land  Co.,  126  P.  609,  19  Cal.  App.  529. 

(3)  In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  damages  for  failure  of  de- 
fendant to  carry  out  a  contract  of  exchange  of  real  estate,  so  as 
to  prevent  the  broker  from  recovering  a  commission  from  the 
other  party  to  the  exchange,  evidence  of  the  invalidity  of  the  con- 
tract was  inadmissible  under  a  pleading  recognizing  its  validity, 
and  alleging  the  refusal  of  defendant  to  carry  it  out,  without 
legal  excuse.    Bird  v.  Rotvell,  167  S.  W.  1172,  180  Mo.  App.  421. 

(4)  In  an  action  for  commissions  for  purchase  of  realty,  where 
the  averment  of  the  plaintiff  was  that  plaintiff  was  employed  by 
the  owner  to  procure  a  sale,  and  that  defendant  agreed  that  if 
plaintiff  gave  him  information  as  to  property  defendant  desired  to 
purchase,  he  would  purchase  only  through  plaintiff  as  broker,  so 
as  to  enable  him  to  earn  a  commission  from  the  seller,  but  that 
defendant  bought,  without  informing  the  seller  that  plaintiff 
brought  about  the  sale^  so  as  to  cause  him  to  lose  a  commission 
from  the  seller,  evidence  that  defendant's  agreement  was,  that  if 
plaintiff  should  not  receive  a  commission  from  the  seller  on  prop- 
erty purchased  by  defendant,  the  latter  would  pay  it,  went  to  es- 
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tablish  an  entirely  different  contract^  and  was  not  admissible. 
Silvert  v.  Kemmel,  122  N.  T.  Sup.  846,  138  App.  Div.  229. 

(5)  Where  it  was  not  pleaded  that  the  commission  was  to  be 
paid  out  of  the  first  crop,  evidence  that  the  first  crop  was  a  fail- 
ure; held,  properly  excluded.  Price  v.  Partridge,  139  P.  34,  78 
Wash.  362. 

(6)  In  an  action  by  broker  for  commissions  for  procuring  a 
purchaser  pursuant  to  a  contract,  evidence  of  what  the  broker  had 
done  under  a  prior  contract  with  another  person,  held  incompe- 
tent.   Moore  v.  Moss,  175  S.  W.  1195,  117  Ark.  593. 

(7)  In  an  action  to  recover  a  broker's  compensation,  evidence 
offered  by  defendant  as  to  the  amount  she  had  expended  to  per- 
fect the  title  and  to  pay  interest  on  mortgage;  held  incompetenty 
where  the  written  agreement  between  the  parties  provided  that 
defendant  should  bear  these  expenses.  Watson  v.  Vollentine,  183 
111.  App.  559. 

(8)  In  an  action  for  procuring  Z.  as  purchaser  of  property, 
evidence  by  the  attorney  who  prepared  the  contract  of  sale  to  Z. 
that  another  was  substituted  as  seller  instead  of  the  original 
owner,  for  whom  plaintiff  acted,  in  order  to  avoid  two  conunis- 
fiions  out  of  it,  so  the  other  fellow  could  not  go  in  for  a  commu- 
sion;  held  inadmissible.  Boomer  v.  Stuher,  146  N.  W.  936,  164 
Iowa,  309. 

(9)  Defendant  may  not  show  a  contract  he  made  with  another 
broker  for  the  sale  of  defendant's  farm,  as  evidence  that  his  con- 
tract with  plaintiff  was  like  it,  and  not  as  claimed  by  plaintiff. 
Stoner  v.  Nail,  150  S.  W.  648,  150  Ky.  511,  mod.  opin.  on  ic., 
148  S.  W.  8,  149  Ky.  124. 

(10)  In  an  action  by  brokers  for  commission,  on  the  theory 
that,  under  their  contract,  they  were  entitled  to  it  though  the 
sale  was  made  by  the  owner,  evidence  of  efforts  made  by  them  to 
sell  and  expenses  incurred  by  them  in  so  doing,  is  inadmissible. 
Bomar  v.  Munn,  158  S.  W.  1186,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

(11)  In  a  broker's  action  for  compensation,  evidence  of  the 
purchaser's  statement  that  the  broker  had  abandoned  any  effort 
to  sell  to  him  and  purposely  negotiated  directly  with  the  owner; 
held,  inadmissible  to  show  the  owners  could  have  sold.  White  ▼• 
Holman,  180  S.  W.  286,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 
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(12)  Evidence  that  sometime  after  defendant  listed  property 
with  plaintiffs  for  sale  a  third  party  authorized  plaintifPs  vice- 
president  to  sell  for  a  certain  price^  and  to  have  all  over  that 
price  as  commission;  held,  erroneously  admitted.  Cardozo  v. 
Middle  Atlantic  Em.  Co.,  S2  S.  E.  80,  116  Va.  342. 

(13)  In  a  broker's  action  for  commission,  defendant's  testi- 
mony that  he  made  the  sale  because  in  need  of  money  was  prop- 
erly excluded.  Paris  v.  SuUivan,  152  S.  W.  704,  —  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  — . 

(14)  Where  the  solvency  of  the  purchasers  procured  by  plain- 
tiff was  not  in  issue,  and  the  defendant  owner  by  accepting  them 
and  signing  the  contract  waived  any  objections  to  their  solvency, 
evidence  that  they  did  not  return  any  property  for  taxation  was 
properly  excluded  as  immaterial.  Swift  v.  Moore,  82  S.  E.  914, 
15  Ga.  App.  254. 

(15)  In  a  broker's  action  for  commission  for  procuring  a  ten- 
ant, in  which  the  complaint  alleged  that  the  plaintiff  procured  a 
tenant  able  and  willing  to  carry  out  his  agreement,  and  erect  ft 
twelve-story  building,  evidence  of  negotiations  by  the  prospective 
tenant  for  the  erection  of  a  15^  or  16-story  building  was  not  ad« 
missible.  Herron  v.  Cameron,  128  N.  Y.  Sup.  871,  144  App. 
Div.  43. 

(16)  In  an  action  for  brokerage  commission,  rejection  of  evi- 
dence of  the  actual  value  of  the  property  taken  by  defendant  in 
exchange;  held,  not  error,  where  the  parties  put  a  value  on  the 
property  in  making  the  trade.  Waddell  v.  Noser,  188  111.  App. 
302. 

(17)  What  plaintiff  said  in  regard  to  the  farm  before  his  em- 
ployment to  sell  it  is  inadmissible.  Stoner  v.  Nail,  150  S.  W. 
648,  150  Ky.  511,  mod.  opin.  on  re.,  148  S.  W.  8,  149  Ky.  124. 

(18.  Testimony  of  the  principal  that  sometime  after  the  date 
of  the  alleged  binding  agreement  between  himself  and  the  cus- 
tomers procured  by  the  broker,  he  had  made  a  proposition  to  a 
third  person  which  was  less  favorable  to  him  than  the  one  which 
it  was  claimed  he  had  declined  to  make  or  had  voided  when  made, 
was  not  competent  against  the  broker.  Hutchinson  v.  Plant,  105 
N.  E.  1017,  218  Mass.  148. 

(19)  In  an  action  to  recover  for  services  in  securing  a  tenant 
for  hotel  property  and  in  procuring  a  bond  from  such  tenant  to 
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secure  the  payment  of  the  rent,  evidence  offered  by  defendant 
tending  to  show  that  after  the  lease  was  procured  plaintiff  loaned 
the  tenant  money  to  inaugurate  and  carry  on  his  business,  was 
properly  excluded,  as  it  related  to  a  matter  arising  after  the  exe- 
cution of  the  lease  and  the  completion  of  the  contract  involved 
in  the  action.    Butz  v.  Obear,  115  P.  67,  16  Cal.  App.  435. 

(20)  On  an  issue  as  to  the  amount  contracted  to  be  paid  for 
commission  for  the  sale  of  land,  each  party  testified  to  a  different 
agreement,  but  differing  as  to  the  amount,  evidence  that  a  third 
party,  at  some  indefinite  time,  had  an  agreement  for  a  commis- 
sion, charged  less  than  that  claimed  by  one  party  and  greater 
than  that  claimed  by  the  other,  is  inadmissible.  McVey  v.  Coates, 
130  P.  661,  89  Kan.  136. 

(21)  In  broker's  action  for  commission,  evidence  to  show  that 
defendant  sought  to  vary  the  terms  of  written  agreement  between 
the  parties,  by  making  it  applicable  only  to  sell  to  railroad,  was 
not  admissible.  Freeman  y.  Van  Wageman,  101  A.  56,  —  N.  J. 
Sup.  — . 

(22)  In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions,  evidence  that 
the  officers  of  the  purchaser  and  the  seller  of  the  property  were 
not  on  speaking  terms,  and  that  an  officer  of  the  purchaser,  in 
talking  with  the  seller  about  the  purchase,  pocketed  a  slip  of 
paper  with  the  price  of  the  property  marked  thereon,  which  the 
broker  had  received  from  the  seller  and  had  given  to  one  officer 
of  the  purchaser,  was  given  by  the  officer  to  another  officer  of  the 
purchaser;  held  inadmissible.    Jester  v.  Lee,  200  HI.  App.  183. 

(23)  Where,  in  action  for  defendant's  breach  of  contract  made 
through  a  broker,  defendant  was  estopped  to  deny  authority  of 
broker,  evidence  tending  to  discredit  broker's  authority  was  im- 
properly received.  Portsmouth  Oil  Refining  Co.  v.  Madrid  Cot- 
ton Oil  Co.,  77  S.  8,  —  Ala.  Sup.  — . 

(24)  Correspondence  between  loan  broker  and  mortgagee  who 
had  paid  the  amount  of  the  mortgage  to  broker,  when  he  did  not 
have  possession  of  mortgage,  but  had  transferred  it  to  his  imdis- 
closed  principal;  held,  inadmissible  to  show  he  was  a  broker  and 
the  undisclosed  principal.    Bailey  v.  Walters,  202  HI.  App.  428. 

(26)  In  a  broker's  action  for  commission  on  sale  of  a  farm, 
where  defendant  owner  did  not  claim  that  certain  other  broken 
had  anything  to  do  with  the  sale,  testimony  of  one  of  such  brokers 
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as  to  wfietHer  or  not  he  had  had  the  farm  in  question  for  sale,  and 
whether  he  had  had  it  on  conditions,  and  with  knowledge  that 
another  broker  also  had  it  for  sale ;  held,  inadmissible  to  show  no 
ezdnsive  agency  was  given  plaintiff  broker.  Thomas  v.  Wychoff, 
174  N,  W.  26,  —  Iowa  Sup.  — . 

(26)  In  a  broker's  action  for  commission,  evidence  of  transac- 
tion between  purchaser  and  prospective  purchaser  whom  the  bro- 
ker had  previously  introduced  to  owner,  was  inadmissible  to 
prove  purchaser  was  procured  bj  broker.  Low  v.  Peddoch,  220 
S.  W.  969,  —  Mo.  App.  — . 


CHAPTER  XI. 

EVmENOE— IMKATEBIAL  AND  IBBELEVAlfT. 

Beo.  784.    Fact  that  defendant  had  other  agents  not  instni* 
mental  in  effeeting  sale. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  for  procuring  a  purchaser  for 
land,  the  fact  that  defendant  had  other  agents  is  immaterial^  it 
not  being  contended  that  they  had  been  instrumental  in  bringing 
about  the  sale.  Rounds  y.  Alee,  116  Iowa,  345,  89  N.  W.  1098; 
Gain  v.  Hess,  102  Iowa,  140,  71  N.  W.  218;  0.  L.  &  H.  J.  Otvssi 
T.  TUlinghast,  86  A.  721,  86  B.  L  298. 

8ec.  785.    In  an  action  for  commissions,  right  of  vendor  to 
convey  or  value  of  property. 

"Where  a  broker  employed  to  purchase  specific  property  at 
a  fixed  price  had  brought  suit  against  his  principal  for  com- 
missions, and  the  latter  refused  to  accept  the  deed,  the  ven- 
dor's right  to  convey,  or  the  actual  value  of  the  property,  were 
held  not  to  be  essential  matters  of  inquiry,  where  the  broker 
had  acted  in  good  faith.    Wheeler  v.  Knaggs,  8  Ohio,  169. 

Sec.  786.    In  action  for  commissions,  that  broker  exceeded  axft- 
thority  by  making  a  contract  of  sale. 

Where  defendant  employed  real  estate  brokers  to  find  a  pur- 
chaser for  lands,  the  fact  that  they  exceeded  their  authority 
by  making  a  contract  of  sale  is  not  material  in  an  action  to 
recover  their  commissions.  Fiske  v.  Soule,  87  Cal.  313,  25  P. 
430. 

Sec.  787.    In  action  against  agent  for  ftand,  whether  pre- 
tended borrower  shared  the  money. 
A  recovery  in  an  action  by  the  principal  against  the  broker 
for  fraudulent  representations  that  the  worthless  property  on 
092 
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^wliicli  the  loan  wfis  made  was  good  security^  is  not  affected  by 
the  question  whether  he  shared  the  money  with  or  delivered 
any  part  of  it  to  the  pretended  borrower.  Rubens  v.  Mead, 
121  Cal.  17,  53  P.  432. 

8eo.  788.    Whether  the  contract  was  signed  before  or  after 
contract  for  exchange  was  signed. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  to  recover  commissions  on  an  ex- 
change of  property  effected  by  him,  whether  the  written  agree- 
ment by  the  plaintiff  to  wait  for  his  commissions  until  title 
closed  was  signed  before  or  after  the  signing  of  the  contract 
of  exchange  was  immaterial,  where  all  the  terms  of  the  writ- 
ten contract  of  exchange  were  fully  agreed  on  on  the  preced- 
ing day,  the  subsequent  agreement  to  wait  for  the  accrued  com- 
missions being  unsupported  by  a  consideration.  Hough  v. 
Baldwin,  99  N.  T.  S.  545,  50  Misc.  546.    See  also  Sec.  19. 

Sec.  789.    Where  broker  finds  purchaser,  the  reasonableness 
of  the  time. 

Where  the  broker  finds  a  purchaser  at  the  seller's  terms, 
while  still  employed,  the  reasonableness  of  the  time  which  he 
has  taken  to  do  so  is  immaterial.  Moore  v.  Boehm,  91  N.  Y.  S. 
125,  45  Misc.  622. 

Sec.  790.    In  an  action  for  selling  a  title  bond,  attempt  by 
seller  to  show  broker  part  owner  of  premises. 

A  bond  was  given  by  A.  to  convey  a  lot  of  land  at  a  price 
named  per  square  foot,  the  bond  was  assigned  to  B.,  who  em- 
ployed C.  to  find  a  purchaser  for  the  land,  agreeing  to  pay 
him  all  he  could  get  over  the  price  named  in  the  bond ;  C.  sbld 
the  land  at  a  higher  price  to  D.,  and  A.,  at  the  request  of  B., 
conveyed  the  land;  in  a  suit  brought  by  C.  against  B.  to  re- 
cover the  excess  over  the  price  named  in  the  bond,  B.  offered 
to  show  that  C,  at  the  time  of  his  employment  as  agent  was 
interested  in  the  land  as  owner  or  part  owner,  and  did  not  dis- 
close this  fact  to  him,  and  contended  that  the  sale  of  the  land 
was  a  fraud  upon  him.  Held,  that  the  question  of  such  owner- 
ship was  immateriaL    Durgin  v.  Somen,  117  Mass.  55. 
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Where  plaintiff  authorised  defendant  to  acQ  properly  &r 
wfakh  plaintiff  waa  agent,  the  profita  to  be  dirided  eqoallj  be- 
tween them,  bat  did  not  tranaCer  the  ezcfashv  agCDCjr  to  de- 
fendant, an  attempt  on  plaintiff's  part  to  effect  a  sak  to  de- 
fendant's enatomer  was  not  ineonsistent  with  his  emtnet  vith 
defendant,  and  evidenee  thereof  waa  inonsterial  in  an  ae&n 
bj  the  plaintiff  to  reeover  his  share  of  the  profits  «i  a  sab 
made  by  defendant  JfacOar  ▼.  PcmrAi^  12t  Wia.  417. 102  K. 
W.  892;  Duff  A  Conger  r.  Makhg,  175  K.  Y.  SiqL  777. 

See.  791a»    Btidenea  aa  to  how  lom^  agast  had  known  pn^ 
arty  prior  to  aala  waa  innnatariaL 

Where,  in  an  action  by  a  broker  for  eommiadons  f<^  pnv 
euring  a  purchaser,  it  waa  not  claimed  that  an  agent  of  the 
purchaser  learned  that  the  property  was  for  sale  until  after 
the  broker  had  visited  the  purchaser,  evidence  as  to  bow  long 
the  agent  bad  known  the  property  prior  to  the  time  of  sale 
was  immaterial.  Benedict  v.  Dakin  (HL  Sup.  '09),  90  N.  E. 
712. 

8eo«  792.  That  broker  failed  to  impart  the  name  of  the  pur- 
chaaer. 
Where,  in  an  action  on  a  contract  for  a  division  of  a  bro- 
ker's profits,  there  was  evidence  that  defendant  sold  the  prop- 
erty to  a  purchaser  procured  by  plaintiff,  in  accordance  with 
the  contract  between  them  for  a  division  of  commissions,  and 
that,  at  the  time  of  the  sale  defendant  knew  that  plaintiff  ha^ 
procured  a  purchaser,  it  was  immaterial  that  plaintiff  failed 
to  impart  to  defendant,  prior  to  the  sale,  the  name  of  the  pcP- 
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Bon  with  whom  plaintiff  had  been  negotiating,  and  to  whom 
the  property  was  subsequently  sold.  McCleary  v.  Willis,  35 
Wash.  676,  77  P.  1073.     See  also  Sees.  487,  525. 

Sea  798.    Where  contract  must  be  in  writing,  to  allege  de- 
fendant received  benefits* 

Where  the  petition,  in  an  action  by  a  real  estate  agent  to 
recoYer  commissions,  fails  to  show  a  written  contract,  as  re- 
qnired  by  statute,  the  fact  that  the  plaintiff  alleges  that  de» 
fendant  received  the  benefit  of  his  services,  and  therefore  can 
not  be  relieved  of  his  liability  to  pay  for  the  same  is  imma- 
terial.    Covey  V.  Eenryy  71  Neb.  118,  98  N.  W.  434. 

Sec.  794.    In  an  action  for  commissions  for  purchasing,  amount 
paid  broker  by  vendor. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions  in  purchasing  lands 
for  defendants,  defendants  having  introduced  the  vendor  bs 
a  witness,  and  he  having  testified  that  he  paid  commissions  to 
such  broker  for  effecting  the  sale,  it  was  not  error  to  exclude 
evidence  of  the  amount  paid  by  him,  it  being  immaterial.  Lmdt 
V.  ScUitz  Brewing  Co.,  113  Iowa,  200,  84  N.  W.  1059. 

Sec.  796.    Where  averred  that  trade  was  made  by  D.,  whether 
he  received  compensation. 

Where  plaintiffs  claim  they  effected  an  exchange  of  defend- 
ant's property,  and  defendants  assert  that  the  trade  was 
brought  about  by  D.,  the  question  whether  D.  had  received 
compensation  for  his  services  was  properly  excluded  as  imma- 
terial. Creager  v.  Johnson,  114  Iowa,  249,  86  N.  W.  275; 
SeweU  V.  CoUison,  108  N.  Y.  S.  25,  123  App.  Div.  586 

Sec.  796.    In  an  action  for  the  value  of  personalty  for  effecting 
an  exchange  of  land,  value  of  the  latter. 

In  an  action  for  the  value  of  personalty,  which  plaintiff  was 
to  receive  for  effecting  an  exchange  of  land  of  defendant  for 
a  store  property,  and  which  plaintiff  had  not  received  because 
defendant  refused  to  complete  the  trade,  evidence  as  to  the 
value  of  the  land  was  properly  excluded  as  immaterial.  Distad 
V.  Shanklin,  15  S.  D.  507,  90  N.  W.  151. 
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Seo.  790a.    Evidenoe  that  party  other  than  defendant  owned 
bonds  held  inunateriaL 

In  a  case  by  one  engaged  to  sell  bonds  on  a  commission,  eri- 
dence  that  a  person  other  than  defendant  owned  the  bonds  was 
immaterial,  it  appearing  that  the  defendant  had  made  the  con« 
tract  of  employment    Bly  ▼.  Wilde,  122  P.  1022,  62  Or.  111. 

8eo.  791.    On  agreement  to  share  commisiionB  evidenoa  thai 
plaintiir  tried  to  selL 

Where  plaintiff  authorized  defendant  to  seU  property  for 
which  plaintiff  was  agent,  the  profits  to  be  divided  equally  be- 
tween them,  but  did  not  transfer  the  exclusive  agency  to  de- 
fendant, an  attempt  on  plaintiff's  part  to  effect  a  sale  to  de- 
fendant's customer  was  not  inconsistent  with  his  contract  with 
defendant,  and  evidence  thereof  was  immaterial  in  an  action 
by  the  plaintiff  to  recover  his  share  of  the  profits  on  a  sale 
made  by  defendant.  Madler  v.  Poearski,  124  Wia  477,  102  N. 
W.  892;  Dujf  &  Conger  v.  Mdkley,  176  N.  T.  Sup.  777. 


Sec.  791a.    Evidence  as  to  how  long  agent  had  known  prop- 
erty prior  to  sale  was  immaterial. 

Where,  in  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions  for  pro- 
curing a  purchaser,  it  was  not  claimed  that  an  agent  of  the 
purchaser  learned  that  the  property  w-as  for  sale  until  after 
the  broker  had  visited  the  purchaser,  evidence  as  to  how  long 
the  agent  had  known  the  property  prior  to  the  time  of  sale 
was  immaterial.  Benedict  v.  Dakin  (111.  Sup.  '09),  90  N.  E. 
712. 

Sec.  792.    That  broker  failed  to  impart  the  name  of  the  pur- 
chaser. 

Where,  in  an  action  on  a  contract  for  a  division  of  a  bro- 
ker's profits,  there  was  evidence  that  defendant  sold  the  prop- 
erty to  a  purchaser  procured  by  plaintiff,  in  accordance  witli 
the  contract  between  them  for  a  division  of  commissions,  and 
that,  at  the  time  of  the  sale  defendant  knew  that  plaintiff  had 
procured  a  purchaser,  it  was  immaterial  that  plaintiff  failed 
to  impart  to  defendant,  prior  to  the  sale,  the  name  of  the  per- 
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0on  with  whom  plaintiff  had  been  negotiating,  and  to  whom 
the  property  was  subsequently  sold.  McCleary  v.  Willis,  35 
Wash.  676,  77  P.  1073.     See  also  Sees.  487,  525. 

Sea  793.    Where  contract  must  be  in  writing,  to  allege  de- 
fendant received  benefits. 

Where  the  petition,  in  an  action  by  a  real  estate  agent  to 
recover  commissions,  fails  to  show  a  written  contract,  as  le* 
quired  by  statute,  the  fact  that  the  plaintiff  alleges  that  de- 
fendant received  the  benefit  of  his  services,  and  therefore  can 
not  be  relieved  of  his  liability  to  pay  for  the  same  is  imma- 
terial.    Covey  V.  Henry,  71  Neb.  118,  98  N.  W.  434. 

Sec.  794.    In  an  action  for  commissions  for  purchasing,  amount 
paid  broker  by  vendor. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions  in  purchasing  lands 
for  defendants,  defendants  having  introduced  the  vendor  as 
a  witness,  and  he  having  testified  that  he  paid  commissions  to 
such  broker  for  effecting  the  sale,  it  was  not  error  to  exclude 
evidence  of  the  amount  paid  by  him,  it  being  immaterial.  Lindt 
V.  acMiiz  Brewing  Co.,  113  Iowa,  200,  84  N.  W.  1059. 

Sec.  795.    Where  averred  that  trade  was  made  by  D.,  whether 
he  received  compensation. 

Where  plaintiffs  claim  they  effected  an  exchange  of  defend- 
ant's property,  and  defendants  assert  that  the  trade  was 
brought  about  by  D.,  the  question  whether  D.  had  received 
compensation  for  his  services  was  properly  excluded  as  imma- 
terial. Creager  v.  Johnson,  114  Iowa,  249,  86  N.  W.  275; 
SetveU  V.  CoUison,  108  N.  Y.  S.  25,  123  App.  Div.  586 

Sec.  796.    In  an  action  for  the  value  of  personalty  for  effecting 
an  exchange  of  land,  value  of  the  latter. 

In  an  action  for  the  value  of  personalty,  which  plaintiff  was 
to  receive  for  effecting  an  exchange  of  land  of  defendant  for 
a  store  property,  and  which  plaintiff  had  not  received  because 
defendant  refused  to  complete  the  trade,  evidence  as  to  the 
value  of  the  land  was  properly  excluded  as  immaterial.  Disiad 
V.  Shanklin,  15  S.  D.  507,  90  N.  W.  151. 
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8ea  787.    Where  owner  ratifled  sale  by  attornqTi  whethor 
he  knew  all  the  ternuu 

Where  one  authorizes  an  attorney  in  fact,  by  power  duly 
signed  and  acknowledged,  to  make  a  certain  contract  for  the 
purchase  of  land  with  certain  parties  and  of  a  certain  date, 
and  subsequently  ratifies  the  action  of  his  attorney,  it  is  im- 
material whether  he  knew  all  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the 
oontract  at  the  time  it  was  made,  and  he  will  be  bound  by  the 
contract  made  by  such  attorney.  Bank  v.  Chirvey,  66  Neb.  767, 
92  N.  W.  1025,  99  N.  W.  666. 

Sec.  798.    In  an  action  against  a  broker  to  account  for  part 
of  the  price,  the  value  of  the  property. 

Where,  in  an  action  against  a  broker  for  failure  to  account 
for  a  part  of  the  price  received  by  him,  the  issue  was,  whether 
the  broker  sold  the  land  to  the  purchaser  through  a  third  per- 
son, as  his  agent,  or  whether  he  sold  it  to  a  third  person  who 
resold  it  to  the  purchaser,  evidence  of  the  value  of  the  prop- 
erty at  the  time  of  the  sale  was  immateriaL  Budumum  v. 
Bandall  (S.  D.  Sup.  '06),  109  N.  W.  513. 

Sec.  798a.   That  owner  sold  to  broker's  customer  for  less  price 
was  immateriaL 

Where  owner  sells  to  a  customer  at  a  price  lower  than  offered 
to  same  customer  procured  by  broker,  good  faith  of  the  owner  is 
immaterial,  when  it  appears  that  owner  was  led  to  believe  that 
he  was  dealing  with  a  new  party.  Stone  v.  Kreis,  202  111. 
App.  43. 

Sec.  799.    Where  an  owner  sold  to  a  customer,  fardcer  could 
recover  although  he  failed  to  notify  the  owner. 

Where  an  owner  of  standing  timber,  after  employing  plain- 
tiff to  sell  the  same,  sold  it  himself  to  a  purchaser  procured 
by  plaintiff,  it  was  immaterial  to  plaintiff's  right  to  recover 
for  the  services,  that  the  owner  was  not  guilty  of  fraud  in  re- 
lation to  such  sale,  or  that  he  should  have  had  previous  knowl- 
edge that  the  purchaser  had  been  induced  to  buy  through  plain- 
tiff's efforts.  McDonald  v.  Cabiness,  100  Texas,  615,  98  S.  W. 
943,  aflSrmed  102  S.  W.  721.     Compare  Nance  v.  Smyth,  118 
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Tcnn.  349,  99  S.  W.  698;  Quist  v.  Ooodfellow,  99  Minn.  509, 
110  N.  W.  65;  McLaughlin  v.  Campbell  (N.  J.  Err.  &  App. 
^09),  74  A.  50.    Compare  Sec.  471.    See  also  Sec.  1009. 

See.  799a.    In  order  to  be  entitled  to  recover  commiflBions  it 
wafl  inunaterial  whether  the  broker  was  the  agent. 

"Where  the  owners  expressly  agreed  that  the  broker  should 
have  a  commission  in  case  of  a  sale  to  his  customer,  it  is  im- 
material, as  regards  his  right  to  commissions,  that  he  was  not 
their  agent.  LauAer  v.  Armstrong  (Wash.  Sup.  '09),  102  P. 
775. 

Sec.  799b.    Brokers  negotiating  an  exchange  not  bound  to  in- 
form one  of  the  parties  of  his  employment  by  the  other. 

Brokers  negotiating  an  exchange  of  properties  being  middle- 
men held  not  bound  to  inform  one  of  the  parties  of  their  em- 
ployment by  the  other.  Marks  v.  O^DonneU,  121  N.  Y.  S.  214. 
See  Sec.  578. 

See.  800.    Where  the  evidence  is  silent  as  to  the  broker  making 
previous  sales,  whether  he  had  a  license. 

Where  the  evidence  is  silent  as  to  whether  a  broker  was  en- 
gaged in  the  real  estate  business,  or  had  made  previous  sales, 
it  is  immaterial  whether  or  not  he  had  a  license  at  the  time 
of  the  sale  in  question.  Packer  v.  Sheppard,  127  111.  App.  598. 
See  also  Sec.  576. 


Sec.  801.    In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  fee  for  purchasmg, 
right  of  vendor  to  convey  and  value  of  the  land. 

Where  a  broker  employed  to  purchase  specific  property  at  a 
fixed  price  brought  suit  against  his  principal  for  commissions, 
on  the  latter  refusing  to  accept  a  deed  therefor  the  vendor's 
right  to  convey,  or  the  actual  value  of  the  property,  were  held 
not  to  be  essential  matters  of  inquiry,  where  the  broker  had 
acted  in  good  faith.    Wheeler  v.  Knaggs,  8  Ohio,  169. 

Sec.  801a.    Whether  or  not  the  party  to  be  charged  with  the 
commission  is  the  owner  of  the  land  is  immaterial. 
The  right  of  a  broker  to  recover  a  commission  for  making  a 
sale  of  land  is  purely  a  ma.tter  of  contract ;  and  where  a  valid 
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contract  in  writing  has  been  made,  it  is  immaterial  whether 
or  not  the  party  to  be  charged  is  the  owner  of  the  land.  San- 
chez V.  Yorba,  8  Cal.  App.  490,  97  P.  205. 

Sec  802.    Evidence  that  after  revocation  broker  produced  a 
responsible  purchaser. 

Where  an  agent's  authority  to  sell  his  principars  land  has 
been  revoked,  whether  the  agent  afterwards  actually  secured 
a  purchaser  ready  and  able  to  buy  the  land  on  the  principal's 
terms  was  immaterial,  in  an  action  for  damages  for  the  revoca- 
tion, unless  on  the  issue  of  damagea  MvlUgan  v.  Ourens,  123 
Iowa,  285,  98  N.  W.  792. 

Sec.  802a.  Evidence  that  owner  sold  for  a  less  price  than  fixed 
in  agreement  with  broker  was  inadmissible. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  for  producing  a  purchaser  ready, 
willing  and  able  to  buy  on  the  terms  prescribed^  evidence  that 
the  owner  sold  for  a  less  price  than  that  fixed  by  the  agreement 
with  the  broker  was  not  admissible.  Juaty  v.  Etro,  117  P.  575, 
16  GaL  App.  519. 

Sea  808.    Whether  the  agent  was  to  seeore  a  purchaser  or 
make  a  sale,  where  owner  would  not  oonsommate. 

Whether  real  estate  agents  were  to  secure  a  purchaser  or 
make  a  sale  themselves  is  immaterial,  where  the  owner,  by  his 
conduct,  rendered  it  impossible  for  them  to  consummate  the 
sale.    Church  v.  Dunham,  14  Idaho,  776,  96  P.  203,  205. 

Sec.  803a.    Letter  between  tUrd  parties  inunateriaL 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  to  recover  commissions 
for  services  in  effecting  an  exchange  of  lands,  which  was  finally 
completed  by  other  brokers,  a  letter  from  one  of  these  other 
brokers  to  another  of  them,  offered  by  the  defendant  merely 
as  a  part  of  the  history  of  the  transactions  which  culminated 
in  the  sale,  may  be  excluded  as  immaterial  as  well  as  being 
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res  inter  alios.    Hall  v.  Grace,  179  Mass.  400,  60  "S.  E.  932; 
Cessna  v.  Johnson,  122  N.  E.  444,  —  Mass.  Sup.  — . 

8ec.  804.    Statement  by  defendant  that  if  he  had  had  his  own 
way  he  wonld  have  sold  when  he  had  a  chance. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  for  procuring  a  purchaser  of 
land,  a  conversation  between  defendant  and  the  broker,  sev- 
eral months  after  the  contract  was  entered  into  between  them, 
in  which  defendant  stated  that  if  he  had  had  his  own  way 
he  would  have  sold  his  land  when  he  had  a  chance  to,  was 
irrelevant  and  immaterial.  Ewing  v.  Lunn  (S,  D.  Sup.  '08), 
115  N.  W.  527. 

Sec.  805.    In  a  suit  to  recover  deposit  money,  evidence  of  sub- 
sequent contract  irrelevant. 

An  agent  sold  a  tract  of  land  subject  to  the  ratification  of 
his  principal,  with  an  agreement  that,  if  not  ratified,  he  would 
refund  to  the  purchaser  the  money  paid  by  him;  the  principal 
refused  to  ratify.  In  a  suit  brought  by  the  purchaser  for  the 
money  so  paid  by  him^  Held,  that  evidence  of  a  subsequent 
contract  between  the  parties  was  irrelevant,  unless  it  was  pro- 
posed to  show  that  in  making  such  subsequent  contract  the 
matter  of  the  money  to  be  refunded  under  the  first  contract 
was  in  some  way  adjusted.    Evcms  v.  Oeorge,  80  111.  51. 

Sec.  805a.    Judgment  stricken  out  as  irrelevant. 

A  judgment  in  favor  of  the  purchaser  against  the  vendor 
rescinding  the  contract  for  fraud,  is  not  res  judicata  as  to  the 
vendor's  broker,  so  as  to  entitle  him  to  plead  it  in  a  suit  for 
his  commission,  and  an  allegation  setting  up  the  judgment 
should  be  stricken  out  as  irrelevant.  Polah  v.  Bosenzweig  Realty 
Co.,  116  N.  T.  S.  38. 

Sec.  806b.    Bringing  of  prior  suit  covering  part  of  claim  in 
question  held  immaterial. 

Where  plaintiff,  in  an  action  for  broker's  services,  pleaded  the 
bringing  of  a  prior  suit  against  F.  for  $900^  coveriDg  a  part  of 
the  claim  in  question,  the  bill  of  particulars  filed  in  such  suit. 
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showing  the  specific  items  of  the  charge,  was  immaterial.    Dal- 
lerg  v.  Jung  Brewing  Co.,  144  N.  W.  198,  156  Wis.  185. 

See.  806.    In  aetion  to  recover  from  an  agent  part  of  prioe^ 
inflnence  of  defendant  over  vendor. 

In  an  action  by  vendees  against  the  agents  who  made  the 
sale  to  recover  that  part  of  the  price  retained  by  them,  with- 
out plaintiff's  knowledge,  the  issue  being  whether  defendants 
were  the  agents  of  plaintifiFs  or  of  the  vendor,  proof  of  the 
value  of  the  property  sold  is  competent  to  explain  the  motive 
of  the  parties  to  the  contract,  and  evidence  that  the  action  was 
not  begun  until  after  the  defendants  had  dissolved  partner- 
ship and  become  their  business  rival  is  also  competent;  but 
evidence  as  to  the  motives  of  the  vendor  and  defendants'  influ- 
ence over  him,  is  irrelevant.  Dutyea  v.  Vosburgh,  1  N.  Y.  S. 
833. 

Sec.  807.    Evidence  that  defendant  had   employed   another 
broker  who  tried  to  seU. 

Defendant's  evidence,  in  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker 
for  commissions,  that  defendant  had  employed  another  broker 
who  attempted  to  dispose  of  the  land  to  a  purchaser,  and  who 
had  obtained  his  information  from  plaintiff,  is  rightly  excluded 
as  irrelevant.    Adams  v.  McLaughlin,  159  Ind.  23  64  N.  E.  462. 

Sec.  808.    In  a  suit  for  share  of  fees,  answer  alleging  broker 
worked  in  opposition. 

Plaintiff  alleged  that  he  was  authorized  by  the  owners  to 
sell  land,  and  that  he  agreed  to  divide  the  commissions  with 
defendant,  if  the  latter  would  find  a  purchaser;  that  defend- 
ant recovered  of  the  owners  the  commissions  on  a  sale  of  the 
land,  but  refused  to  pay  plaintiff  his  share;  defendant  al- 
leged that  during  the  negotiations  for  the  sale  of  the  land, 
plaintiff  worked  in  opposition  to  defendant,  and  endeavored 
to  make  a  sale  to  other  parties,  and  that  plaintiff  was  thereby 
estopped  from  claiming  that  he  was  jointly  interested  with  de- 
fendant in  selling  the  land.  Held,  that  the  plea  was  irrelevant 
and  properly  stricken,  there  being  nothing  in  the  case  to  indi- 
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cate  that  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  find  a  pnrcliaser  liimself. 
Ifefel  V.  Smman,  151  Ala.  249,  44  S.  203. 

Sec.  809.    In  an  action  for  fee  for  clearing  title,  evidence  of 
commiasiona  for  selling  property. 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  dealer  to  recover  on  an  ex- 
press contract  whereby  defendant  agreed  to  pay  him  a  certain 
percentage  of  the  proceeds  of  sales,  in  consideration  of  services 
to  be  rendered  in  clearing  the  title  to  and  putting  property 
in  marketable  condition  to  effect  a  sale,  evidence  as  to  the 
customary  commissions  for  making  sales  of  property  is  irrele- 
vant.   Jefferson  v.  Burham,  85  Fed.  949,  29  C.  C.  A.  481. 

Sec.  809a.    Conversation  not  in  presence  of  defendant  irrel- 
evant. 

Plaintiff  alleged  a  verbal  contract  by  which  he  was  to  ob- 
tain for  defendant  the  title  of  co-owners  of  a  mining  claim 
for  not  more  than  a  certain  sum,  his  commission  to  be  the 
difference  between  that  sum  and  the  price  asked.  Defendant 
alleged  that  unless  a  certain  sale  of  property  which  he  was  ne- 
gotiating was  effected,  plaintiff  was  to  have  nothing  for  his 
services,  and  that  the  sale  was  not  effected.  Held,  that  evi- 
dence of  what  a  witness,  who  was  in  no  way  connected  with 
defendant  and  was  not  present  at  the  conversation  during 
which  the  contract  was  made,  stated  to  plaintiff  about  his  un- 
derstanding with  defendant  before  plaintiff  went  to  see  de- 
fendant, was  irrelevant.    Huntoon  v.  Lloyd,  8  Mont.  283. 

Sec.  809b.    Advice  of  third  person  to  purchaser  held  to  be  im- 
material on  issue  of  procuring  cause  of  sale. 

On  the  issue  whether  a  broker  employed  to  procure  a  pur- 
chaser was  the  procuring  cause  of  the  sale,  evidence  that  the 
purchaser  sought  the  counsel  of  a  third  person,  and  resolved 
not  to  purchase  unless  the  third  person  approved  thereof,  was 
immateriaL    Oliver  v.  Kate,  131  Wis.  409,  111  N.  W.  509. 
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Beo.  809o.   Inmiaterial  and  irrelevant  evidence. 

(1)  The  question  whether  defendant's  demand  for  immediate 
payment  was  reasonable  is  immaterial,  in  the  absence  of  fulfill- 
ment by  plaintiff  of  all  other  conditions  on  the  original  contract 
Wittever  v.  Hurwitz,  110  N.  E.  433,  216  N.  Y.  269,  rev.  judg., 
143  N.  T.  Supp.  1160,  168  App.  Div.  890,  re.  den.,  112  N.  E. 
1079,  217  N.  Y.  666. 

(2)  In  a  broker's  action  to  recover  compensation  for  obtaining 
a  purchaser  for  an  option  on  certain  land,  evidence  as  to  dealing 
between  defendant  and  the  landowner,  held  immaterial.  0.  IF. 
Kerr  Co.  v.  Corry,  211  F.  647,  128  C.  C.  A.  161. 

(3)  In  an  action  on  a  note  given  to  a  broker  for  commissions 
in  negotiating  an  exchange  of  property,  evidence  of  the  rentals  of 
the  property  acquired  by  defendant  in  the  exchange  is  immateriaL 
Cervenka  v.  Hunter,  186  HL  App.  647. 

(4)  In  an  action  to  recover  broker's  commission  for  finding 
a  tenant  for  defendant,  refusal  to  permit  defendant  to  testify  to 
the  amount  of  rental  he  was  paying;  Tield,  not  error,  for  the 
reason  that  the  evidence  sought  to  be  elicited  had  little  bearing 
on  the  issues  involved.    Staff  v.  Steiger,  180  111,  App.  43. 

(6)  Whether  principal,  at  time  of  sale,  had  any  idea  that  the 
broker  had  any  claim  for  commission,  held  immaterial,  notoard 
V.  Street,  93  A.  923,  126  Md.  289. 

(6)  In  an  action  for  commission  for  negotiating  a  sale  of 
property,  evidence  as  to  whether  the  purchaser  was  the  owner  of 
any  property  in  a  certain  section  was  immateriaL  Clark  v.  Bon- 
nsr,  104  N.  E.  494,  217  Mass.  201. 

(7)  In  an  action  for  broker's  commission,  evidence  as  to  time 
and  money  expended  in  finding  a  purchaser;  held  irrelevant, 
where  no  show  of  a  break  in  completion  of  the  trade  was  made. 
Newman  v.  Dunleavy,  149  P.  970,  61  Mont  149. 

(8)  A  broker  suing  on  a  contract  for  commissions  on  sale  of 
real  estate,  without  restrictions,  may  not  show  that  the  owner 
subsequently  executed  a  deed,  without  restrictions,  to  prove  the 
contract  alleged.    Oreene  v.  Agnew,  161  N.  W.  268,  160  Wis.  224. 

(9)  Where  broker  claimed  that  he  was  to  have  all  received  upon 
the  sale  over  $4,600,  evidence  that  defendant  had  previously 
listed  farm  for  sale  at  $4,600,  and  that  it  was  worth  only  $3,600 ; 
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held,  improperly  admitted.    Williams  v.  Otto,  148  N.  W.  367,  181 
Mich.  657. 

(10)  A  letter  from  the  purchaser  to  defendant's  attorneys  con- 
taining proposition  for  reselling,  and  stating  that  the  salesman 
of  the  plaintiff  broker  made  certain  representations  concerning 
the  property;  held,  properly  excluded  as  irrelevant.  Stoift  v. 
Moore,  82  S.  E.  914,  15  Ga.  App.  254. 

(11)  In  an  action  against  principal  for  a  commission  on  sale 
of  realty,  letters  from  prospective  purchaser  to  his  attorney,  stat- 
ing that  he  did  not  desire  to  close  trade  with  defendant  unless  he 
acquired  an  adjoining  tract;  held  irrelevant  Stotd  y.  Thomhiil, 
79  S.  164,  —  Ala.  App.  — . 


CHAPTER  XII. 

EVIDENCE  IN  GENERAL. 


Sec.  810.    Dissuasion — ^Evidence  that  failed  to  prove. 

On  the  issue  whether  the  owner  during  the  continuance  of 
an  option  given  by  him  to  a  broker  on  certain  real  estate  dis- 
suaded a  probable  customer  of  the  option  holder  from  pur- 
chasing from  him,  evidence  that  the  owner  and  the  customer 
had  several  interviews,  and  after  the  termination  of  the  op- 
tion entered  into  a  contract  to  accept  the  Ifuid,  does  not  prove 
dissuasion  on  the  part  of  the  owner.  Smith  v.  Laturence,  98 
Me.  92,  56  A.  455. 

Sec.  811.    Whether  or  not  a^ent  was  a  regular  broker  does  not 
affect  the  value  of  his  services. 

Whether  or  not  an  agent  employed  to  sell  a  piece  of  land 
is  a  regular  broker,  does  not  affect  the  competency  of  evi- 
dence as  to  the  price  which  would  be  paid  a  broker  for  such 
services,  and  offered  for  the  purpose  of  showing  what  the 
agent's  services  were  worth.  HoUis  v.  Weston,  156  Mass.  357, 
31  N.  E.  483. 

Sec.  812.    In  an  action  for  procuring  lessee,  defendant  might 
show  that  lease  was  never  made. 

Plaintiffs,  real  estate  agents,  were  to  receive  certain  com- 
missions for  services  in  securing  a  lessee  for  defendant  upon 
agreed  terms,  and  they  procured  an  informal  agreement  for 
a  lease  to  be  signed  by  defendant  and  the  applicant  for  the 
lease.  Held,  that  defendant  might  show  by  parol  that  the  con- 
tract was  merely  provisional,  and  did  not  express  all  the  terms 
of  the  lease  to  be  entered  into  by  the  parties,  as  was  also  un- 
derstood by  plaintiffs,  and  that  the  lease  was  never  consum- 
mated, as  no  final  agreement  was  ever  made  between  defend* 
704 
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ant  and  the  lessee.    Buxton  v.  Beat,  49  Minn.  230,  51  N.  W. 
918.    See  also  Sec.  427. 

Sec.  813.    Real  estate  man  long  a  resident  of  the  town  com- 
petent to  testify  as  to  the  value  of  property. 

A  real  estate  man  who  has  long  resided  in  i  certain  town 
and  has  property  listed  on  his  books  in  a  certain  addition,  is 
competent  to  testify  as  to  the  value  of  property  in  that  addi- 
tion.   Byan  v.  K.  C,  etc.,  B.  Co.,  Ill  Mo.  456,  20  S.  W.  234. 

Sec.  814.    Evidence  properly  erclnded  that  broker,  three  years 
after  the  sale,  became  partner  of  pnrchaser. 

In  an  action  brought  by  B.,  an  agent,  to  recover  compensa- 
tion from  B.  for  services  in  selling  real  estate  of  the  latter, 
the  defendant  pleaded  the  general  issue,  and  that  at  the  time 
of  the  sale  B.  was  interested  as  a  partner  of  the  purchaser 
procured;  B.  admitted  that  he  had  acquired  an  interest  in 
the  property  after  the  sale,  but  denied  that  he  had  an  interest 
in  it  at  the  time  of  the  sale;  and  on  the  trial  below  B.  offered 
evidence  with  respect  to  the  price  received  by  B.  for  his  interest 
in  the  property  at  the  sale  thereof  made  by  the  latter  three 
years  after  the  sale  for  which  compensation  was  claimed  in 
the  suit;  the  evidence  was  offered  for  the  purpose  of  showing 
that  B.  was,  at  the  time  of  the  last  mentioned  sale;  a  partner 
in  the  purchase  made  thereat.  Held,  that  the  exclusion  of 
the  testimony  was  not  error.  Btxkman  v.  Bergholz,  38  N.  J. 
L.  531. 

Sec.  816.    Evidence  that  buyer  did  not  have  cash  but  able  to 
obtain  by  next  day,  able  to  buy. 

Where  the  written  contract  by  which  defendant  employed 
plaintiff  as  broker  to  sell  lands  fixed  the  selling  price  per  acre, 
and  provided  for  the  payment  of  a  certain  sum  in  cash  by  any 
pnrchaser  obtained,  evidence  that  the  purchaser  obtained  by 
plaintiff  under  the  offer  to  buy  at  the  price  named  in  the  con- 
tract did  not  have  in  his  possession  at  the  time  of  the  offer 
8u£3cient  funds  to  make  the  cash  payment  required,  but  could 
have  obtained  them  on  the  morning  of  the  next  day,  was  suffi- 
cient to  show  that  he  was  able  to  buy.    McDermott  v.  Mahoney, 
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139  Iowa,  292,  106  N.  W.  925,  affirmed  115  N.  W.  32.    See  also 
Sec.  464. 

8ec.  816.    WitneflMs  for  defendant  may  be  questioned  as  to  tbe 
interest  pnrohaaers  had  in  the  land. 

In  an  action  on  account  for  conmufisions  transferred  to 
plaintiff,  a  witness  for  defendant  may  be  questioned  as  to  the 
interest  the  purchasers  had  in  the  land,  and  as  to  what  in- 
duced defendant  to  make  the  sale,  such  questions  being  perti- 
nent to  matters  introduced  by  plaintiff.  Ivy  Coal  dk  Coke  Co. 
V.  Long,  139  Ala.  535,  36  S.  722. 

Sec.  817.    In  oross-ezamination  it  was  proper  to  ask  assignor 
about  transaction. 

In  an  action  on  an  account  for  commissions  transferred  to 
plaintiff,  it  was  proper  on  cross-examination  to  question  the 
assignor,  who  rendered  the  services,  relative  to  the  negotia- 
tions between  the  purchasers  of  land,  the  plaintiff,  and  him- 
self as  to  the  transaction  as  consummated.    Id. 

See.  817a.    On  cross-examination  defendant  not  required  to 
answer  as  to  whether  note  had  been  paid. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  for  a  sale  of  land  under  a  con- 
tract alleged  to  have  been  made  with  defendant's  agent,  where 
there  was  evidence  tending  to  show  that  the  contract  was  en- 
tered into  between  the  agent  €uid  defendant  for  an  exchange 
of  land  by  each,  defendant  agreeing  to  pay  the  agent  a 
certain  commission,  the  defendant  testified  that  he  settled  with 
the  agent  and  gave  him  a  note  for  the  amount  before  he  had 
any  knowledge  that  plaintiff  was  in  any  manner  connected 
with  the  transaction,  plaintiff  could  not  on  cross-examination, 
require  the  defendant  to  answer  as  to  whether  the  note  had 
been  paid.    Quale  v.  Hazel,  19  S.  D.  483,  104  N.  W.  215. 

Sec.  817b.    On  cross-examination  defendant  could  show  he  had 
become  surety  on  plaintiff's  note  to  a  bank. 

In  an  action  for  a  real  estate  broker's  commissions  defend- 
ant could  show,  on  plaintiff's  cross-examination  that  defend- 
ant had  become  a  surety  on  plaintiff's  note  to  a  bank.    Yates 
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y,  Bratton  (Tex.  Ciy.  App.  ^08),  111  S.  W.  416.    See  ^Iso  Sec 
1047. 

Seo.  818.  Bridenoe  of  tiie  sale  of  property,  to  ihow  defend- 
ant's good  faith  in  reftudng  loan. 
In  an  action  by  a  loan  broker  for  commissions  against  a 
client  who  had  refused  to  complete  a  loan  after  a  lender  had 
been  secured,  evidence  that  the  client  had  sold  the  property 
to  supply  him  with  the  needed  funds,  is  admissible  as  bearing 
on  the  credibility  of  his  testimony  that  he  had  refused  the 
loan  because  an  existing  mortgage  could  not  be  paid  off  be- 
fore maturity.  Pavne  v.  WiUiatns,  178  N.  T.  589,  70  N.  B. 
1104. 

860.  818a.    Acts  of  pnrohaser  admissible  on  question  of  good 
faith. 

While  the  acts  of  a  purchaser  procured  by  a  broker  em- 
ployed to  obtain  a  purchaser  subsequent  to  the  time  fixed  for 
the  performance  of  the  contract  can  not  affect  the  rights  of 
the  broker  to  his  commissions,  such  acts  may  be  looked  to  to 
determine  whether  what  the  purchaser  did  to  establish  the  bro- 
ker's rights  was  done  in  good  faith,  and  whether  such  prior 
acts  had  the  legal  effect  claimed  for  thent  Little  v.  Eerzinger, 
34  Utah,  337,  97  P.  639. 

« 
Sec.  819.    Defendant  may  show  influence  other  agents  exerted 
on  sale. 

In  an  action  for  commissions,  imder  a  contract  of  agency 
for  effecting  a  sale  of  real  estate,  the  defendant,  on  the  issue 
of  who  effected  the  sale,  is  entitled  to  show  the  influence  other 
agents  exerted  on  the  sale  before  and  after  the  contract  with 
plaintiff.    Simley  v.  Bradley,  18  Colo.  App.  191,  70  P.  696. 

Sec.  820.    Evidence  of  dealings  to  establish  relation  of  prin- 
dpal  and  agent. 

In  an  action  for  a  real  estate  broker's  commissions  for  ne- 
gotiating a  purchase  which  defendant  refused  to  consummate, 
evidence  that  before  the  agreement  for  purchase  was  reached 
plaintiff  had  submitted  an  offer  to  the  owner  as  the  purported 
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agent  of  defendant,  was  admissible  to  show  the  relationship 
of  the  parties  and  plaintiflPs  offer  to  purchase  the  property 
for  defendant.    Hanna    v.    Espalla,    148    Ala.    313,    42  S.    443. 

Sec.  821.    Where  defendant  demanded  retnm  of  contract^  caa 
show  it  referred  to  another  taraoBaction. 

Where,  in  an  action  for  a  broker's  commissions  for  nego- 
tiating a  purchase  which  defendant  refused  to  consummate, 
there  was  testimony  for  plaintiff  that  defendant  had  demanded 
the  return  of  a  writing  executed  September  10,  alleged  to  show 
a  contract  of  employment,  at  the  same  time  recognizing  his 
obligation  to  pay  plaintiff  a  commission,  defendant  should  have 
been  permitted  to  show  that  the  paper  he  demanded  referred 
to  another  transaction,  and  that  at  the  same  time  plaintiff 
presented  a  statement  for  other  commissions,  not  including  the 
one  sued  on,  and  did  not,  prior  to  October  20,  make  demand 
for  the  sum  claimed.    Id. 

Sec.  822.    Plaintiff  to  purchase  must  show  seller  able  to  con- 
vey a  good  title. 

Under  a  contract  whereby  defendant  agreed  to  pay  plain- 
tiff $100  for  obtaining  a  sale  to  him  of  certain  real  property, 
plaintiff,  in  an  action  for  the  commission,  must  show  that  the 
person  produced  as  such  owner  was  willing  to  sell  at  the  stated 
price,  and  able  to  convey  a  merchantable  title.  Anderson  v. 
Johnson  (N.  D.  Sup.  W),  112  N.  W.  139.    Compare  Sec.  290. 

Sec  822a.    Not  sufficient  for  broker  to  show  that  Mb  act  was 
only  one  of  a  chain  of  causes  producing  sale. 

A  broker  must  show  that  his  acts  were  the  producing  cause  of 
the  sale,  and  it  is  not  sufficient  to  show  that  his  act  was  merely 
one  of  a  chain  of  causes  producing  the  sale.  F.  ff.  £  C  B.  Oer- 
hardt  R.  E.  Co.  v.  Marjonie  R.  E.  Co.,  129  S.  W.  419,  144  Mo. 
App.  620;  Crain  v.  Miles,  134  S.  W.  52,  154  Mo.  App.  338. 


Sec  823.    Evidence  of  defendant  tending  to  show  that  optbn 
was  only  an  agreement. 

Where,  in  a  suit  for  a  conmiission  for  finding  a  purchaser 
for  land,  plaintiff  alleged  that  the  owner  listed  it  with  bro- 
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leers,  who  listed  it  with  plaintiffs  firm,  with  the  owner's  con- 
sent, the  owner  eonld  show  that  shortly  before  the  alleged  list- 
ing with  such  brokers,  he  gave  them  an  option  to  purchase  a 
tract,  including  the  land  on  acooont  of  which  the  commisEdon 
was  claimed,  as  tending  to  •corroborate  the  owner's  claim  that 
the  option  contract  was  the  only  agreement  between  him  and 
the  brokers.  Sterling  v.  De  Laune  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  W),  105 
S.  W.  1169. 


Sec.  824.    Evidence  of  prior  contract  as  to  compensation  oohIp 
potent  where  conflicting. 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  to  recover  commissions^ 
where  the  evidence  is  conflicting  as  to  the  rate  of  oompensa- 
tion,  evidence  of  a  prior  contract  between  the  same  parties 
for  the  sale  of  the  same  property  and  of  the  compensation 
therein  agreed  to  be  paid  is  competent  Cobb  v.  Dunlevie,  63 
,W.  Va.  398,  60  S.  B.  384. 

See.  825.    AflBrmative  answer  of  purchaser  that  he  was  readyt 
etc.,  not  objectionable  as  an  opinion. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions  for  procuring  a 
purchaser,  the  afiSrmative  answer  of  the  purchaser  procured 
by  the  broker  to  the  question  as  to  whether  he  was  ready, 
willing  and  able  to  comply  with  the  terms  of  the  sale,  was  not 
objectionable  as  the  opinion  of  a  witness.  Clark  v.  WUsoti, 
91  S.  W.  627,  41  Tex.  Civ  App.  450.  Compare  N.  W.  Packing 
Co.  V.  Whitney  (CaL  App.  W),  89  P.  981. 

Sec.  826.    Question  to  assumed  principal,  whether  her  husband 
was  acting  as  her  agents  not  objectionable. 

A  question  addressed  to  an  assiuned  principal  in  which  she 
18  asked  whether  her  husband  was  acting  as  her  agent,  is  not 
objectionable   as   calling  for  a  legal   conclusion.     Knaipp  v. 

Smith,  27  N.  Y.  277. 

« 

Sec  827.    Conversations  with  purchaser's  agent  allowable  to 
show  unwillingness  of  purchaser. 

As  tending  to  show  that  plaintiff  procured  a  purchaser  for 
defendant's  timber,  he  may  testify  as  to  conversations  with 
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the  purchaser's  agent,  at  the  appointed  time  and  place  for 
closing  up  the  purchase,  showing  his  unwillingness  to  buy  at 
the  stipulated  terms.  Obentmer  v.  Solomon,  151  Mich.  570, 
115  N.  W.  696,  15  D.  L.  N.  31. 

Seo.  828.    Defendant  may  show  another  agent  employed  hj 
him  was  the  procuring  cause  of  the  sale. 

Where  a  real  estate  agent  sues  for  commissions,  defendant 
is  entitled  to  show  that  the  efforts  of  plaintiff  were  not  the 
procuring  cause  of  the  sale,  and  to  do  this  he  may  introduce 
evidence  to  the  effect  that  the  efforts  of  another  agent  em- 
ployed by  him  were  the  procuring  cause.  Mead  v.  Arnold, 
131  Mo.  App.  214,  110  S.  W.  656.    See  also  Sec  896. 

Sec.  829.    Defendant  entitled  to  introduce  in  evidenoe  letben 
on  the  question  of  plaintilT's  employment. 

Plaintiff,  in  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions  for  the 
sale  of  an  office  building,  who  had  for  nine  years  been  defend- 
ant's agent  for  handling  certain  real  estate  for  him,  claimed 
authority,  never  revoked,  to  sell  the  building,  which  defendant 
denied  ever  having  been  given ;  four  years  before  the  sale  they 
had  an  agreement  as  to  plaintiff's  management  of  this  and 
other  property  of  defendant,  and  x)laintiff  wrote  defendant  a 
letter  reciting  that,  in  accordance  with  their  conversation  of 
that  date,  he  thereby  stated  his  understanding  of  their  agree- 
ment as  to  commissions  he  was  entitled  to  for  the  management 
of  defendant's  properties,  the  one  in  question,  with  another^ 
being  named,  following  which  were  the  terms,  the  commissions, 
and  the  duties  to  be  performed,  with  no  statement,  however, 
with  respect  to  sales;  defendant's  letter  in  reply  stated  that 
plaintiff's  letter  was  practically  correct,  then  gave  the  detailed 
terms  of  the  employment  of  plaintiff  as  agent,  and  concluded, 
^'this  arrangement  is  not  to  be  considered  as  including  a  sale 
of  the  property;  I  reserve  the  right  to  deal  direct  in  case  of 
a  sale."  Held,  that  defendant  was  entitled  to  have  both  let- 
ters introduced  in  evidence  on  the  question  of  emplo3nnent,  and 
it  was  not  enough  to  admit  the  concluding  paragraph  of  de- 
fendant's letter,  it  losing  much  of  its  effect  when  standing 
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done.    Willard  v.  Ferguson,  110  N.  T,  S.  909,  126  App.  Div. 
868.    See  also  Sec.  564. 

Sec.  830.  Proof  inrafflcient  to  rapport  reooyery  for  the  sale 
of  a  houfle. 
Defendant,  in  an  action  by  a  broker  for  conunissions,  as 
owner  of  two  semi-detached  honses,  gave  a  broker  a  written 
authority,  without  date,  to  sell  the  property,  without  describ- 
ing it;  defendant  testified  that  the  written  authority  was  for 
the  sale  of  the  second  house,  and  that  it  was  given  after  the 
first  house  had  been  sold;  six  disinterested  witnesses  corrobo- 
rated defendant,  and  the  purchaser  of  the  first  house  testified 
that  she  never  saw  the  broker  until  after  she  had  been  nego- 
tiating with  defendant  personally.  Held,  insufficient  to  sup- 
port a  recovery  of  commissions  for  effecting  a  sale  of  the  first 
house.   Herweg  v.  MoUtor,  110  N.  T.  S.  241, 126  App.  Div.  927. 

See.  831.    Any  parol  evidenoe  relied  on  to  make  a  binding 
contract  must  be  clear  and  decisive. 

Any  parol  evidence  relied  on  to  establish  the  authority  of  a 
broker  to  make  a  binding  contract  must  be  clear  and  decisive. 
Stengel  v.  Sergeant  (N.  J.  Eq.  '08),  68  A.  1106;  Keim  v. 
O'Reilly,  54  N.  J.  Eq.  418,  34  A.  1073 ;  Spengler  v.  Sannenberg, 
88  0.  S.  192.    See  also  Sec.  18. 

Sec.  831a.  Where  uncertainty  eziata  identily  may  be  eatab- 
lished  by  evidence. 
When  the  identity  of  a  thing  referred  to  in  a  written  con* 
tract  is  left  uncertain,  it  is  proper  to  hear  evidence  to  de- 
termine which  one  of  two  or  more  things  answering  the  de- 
scription was  meant  by  the  parties.  Peabody  v.  Dewey,  51 
111.  App.  260. 

Sec.  832.  Evidence  that  fell  short  of  anthoriiing  the  agent  to 
sign  a  contract  of  sale. 
After  defendant  had  written  several  letters  to  her  agent  in- 
structing him  to  sell  her  property  for  a  specified  price,  the 
agent  wrote  her  that  several  had  declined  her  proposition,  but 
that  he  was  dealing  with  one  who  would  pay  a  price  less  thaa 
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that  specified;  she  wired  that  she  would  sell  for  «  auia  be- 
tween the  specified  and  offered  prices,  if  a  sale  could  be  made 
before  a  certain  time ;  the  agent  sent  the  telegram  to  the  third 
person,  who  replied  that  he  would  not  increase  his  offer,  ask* 
ing  the  agent  to  submit  it  again,  and  nothing  more;  this  the 
agent  did,  advising  the  defendant  to  accept  the  offer;  but  she 
instead  of  accepting,  wired  a  third  price  at  which  she  would 
sell;  finally,  upon  the  agent's  informing  her  that  he  could  do 
no  better  than  the  price  offered,  she  telegraphed  him  that  she 
would  sell  for  such  price,  but  would  only  pay  half  the  c<Hn- 
missions,  and  asked  him  to  wire  in  case  of  acceptance.  Hdd, 
that  defendant's  letters  did  not  clearly  authorize  the  agent  to 
make,  himself,  a  contract  of  sale  binding  on  the  principal, 
even  on  the  terms  given  therein.  Stengel  v.  Sergeant  (N.  J. 
Eq.  '08),  68  A.  1106. 

Sec.  833.  Oral  evidence  allowable  to  establiah  an  independent 
agreement  to  written  contract. 
A  contract,  where  the  owner  of  real  estate,  in  order  to  in- 
duce an  agent  to  accept  a  stipulated  sum  for  his  services  in 
effecting  an  exchange,  agreed  to  pay  him  more  if  the  sale 
proved  satisfactory,  could  be  established  by  parol  evidence  as 
an  independent  agreement,  though  the  stipulation  for  payment 
of  the  first  sum  was  in  writing.  Blair  v.  Slosson,  27  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  403,  66  S.  W.  112;  Bradley  v.  Bower  (Neb.  Sup.  "Oi), 
99  N.  W.  490. 

Sec.  83Sa.    Contract  between  owner  and  purchaser  not  «vL 
dence  that  broker  f onnd  purchaser. 

A  written  agreement  by  prospective  purchasers  with  the 
owner  of  land  to  purchase  it  for  a  stated  price  is  not  suffi- 
cient proof,  in  an  action  by  the  real  estate  broker  for  his  com- 
missions, that  he  procured  the  purchasers,  since  that  agree> 
ment  is  conclusive  only  between  the  parties  to  it.  PoUnibee 
V.  Saivyer,  157  N.  Y.  196,  51  N.  E.  994. 

Sec.  833b.    Court  may  receive  evidence  after  motion  to  dis- 
miss petition  for  failure  of  proof  has  been  made. 

After  plaintiff's  evidence  was  closed  a  motion  to  dismiss  for 
failure  of  proof  was  continued  until  the  following  day,  at 
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which  time  plaintiff  offered  to  show  that  his  principal  knew 
of  the  contract  to  divide  commissions.  Held,  that  the  evidence 
should  have  been  received.    Dearing  v.  Sears,  3  N.  Y.  S.  31. 

Sea  8330.    Evidenoo  of  oontnot  material  to  determine  its 
terms* 

Where  the  evidence  was  conflicting  as  to  the  terms  of  a  bro- 
ker's contract,  whether  the  contract,  as  claimed  by  the  broker 
was  harsh  and  unreasonable,  was  material  only  to  determine 
the  terms  of  the  contract  in  fact.  Lee  v.  Conrad  (Iowa  Sup. 
'08),  117  N.  W.  1096. 

See.  833d.    Broker  mvrt  prove  contract  as  pleaded,  perform- 
ance, breach  by  defendant^  and  measure  of  recovery. 

In  an  action  for  broker's  commissions,  plaintiff  must  prove  the 
contract  as  pleaded,  and  show  performance  and  breach  by  defend- 
ant, and  the  measure  of  recovery,  as  alleged.  Hill  v.  Dakin,  141 
P.  175,  92  Kan.  650. 

Character  of  broker^s  relation  to  the  transaction  may  be  proved 
by  direct  and  positive  evidence,  or  may  be  inferred  from  facts 
and  circumstances  proved.  Johnson  v.  Schrepfermaii,  119  N.  B. 
494,  —  Ind.  App.  — . 

Sec.  834.   Declarations  during  the  negotiations  ^th  pnrchaeer 
are  admissible  as  part  of  the  res  gestae. 

In  an  action  for  a  broker's  conmiissions,  declarations  of  de- 
fendant's agents  as  to  the  broker's  conmiissions,  made  at  the 
time  they  were  negotiating  and  closing  the  deal  with  the  pur- 
chaser found  by  the  broker,  are '  admissible  as  part  of  the  res 
gestae.  Fritz  v.  Chicago  Grain  £  Ele.  Co.,  186  Iowa,  699,  114 
N.  W.  193 ;  Donnder  Petroleum  Co.  v.  Clay,  267  F.  46.  Mechem 
on  Ag.,  Sec.  715. 
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Seo.  83B.  Declaratioiui  of  owner  after  the  sale  inadmiarible 
as  part  of  the  reg  gestae. 
In  aa  action  in  interpleader  when  the  iasae  between  the  par- 
ties is  as  to  the  right  to  commissions  for  the  sale  of  real  estate, 
the  declarations  of  the  owner  of  the  property  sold,  made  some 
time  after  the  sale  has  been  effected,  and  in  the  absence  of 
defendant  to  the  effect  that  he  thought  plaintiff  was  entitled 
to  the  comT«iission,  are  inadmissible.  Shipman  y.  Freeh,  3  N. 
T.  S.  932,  15  Daly,  151. 

Sec.  836.    Declarations. 

*  The  expression  of  opinions  by  the  court  as  to  the  material- 
ity of  evidence  in  ruling  upon  offers  of  testimony,  are  not 
usually  proper  objects  of  exception,  but  declarations  or  state- 
ments may  be  assumed  by  the  court,  in  the  presence  of  the 
jury,  with  respect  to  its  weight  and  materiality,  as  to  be  prej- 
udicial and  ground  of  exception  by  the  aggrieved  party.  Haug 
V.  Ha/ngan,  51  Minn.  558,  53  N.  W.  874.  An  agent's  authority 
can  not  be  proved  by  his  declarations,  nor  by  his  acts  done 
without  the  knowledge  or  authority  of  his  principal.  WhH- 
ney  v.  Lo&e,  91  Pa.  St.  349 ;  Eastland  v.  Maney,  36  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  147,  81  S.  W.  574;  Ehrenworth  v.  Putnam  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.  1900),  55  S.  W.  190.  A  person,  not  in  actual  possession 
but  authorized  to  sell,  is  a  mere  broker,  and  his  declarations 
can  not  be  admitted  to  affect  the  title  of  his  principaL  Pier 
V.  Duf,  63  Pa.  St.  59.  In  an  action  for  deceit  arising  out 
of  an  exchange  of  properties  through  a  broker  acting  for  de- 
fendant, evidence  that  defendant  stated  that  his  broker  had 
made  a  mean  trade  for  him,  and  that  he  had  made  a  poor 
trade,  warrants  a  finding  that  such  broker  was  acting  for  de- 
fendant in  effecting  the  exchange.  Arnold  v.  Teal,  182  Mass- 
1,  64  N.  E.  413. 

The  question  of  whether  a  broker  employed  to  procure  a 
purchaser  was  the  efficient  cause  of  the  sale,  or  whether  the 
means  employed  by  him  and  his  efforts  resulted  in  a  sale, 
must  be  deduced  from  the  facts  relating  to  the  transaction, 
and  not  from  the  conclusion  of  a  witness.  Geiger  v.  ITiser 
(Colo.  Sup.  10),  107  P.  267. 
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See.  837.    Self-i enrlng  dedaratioxiB  inadmiflslble  as  evidence. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  by  a  real  estate  broker  on  a 
contract  under  which  it  had  earned  its  commissions,  where  the 
ccmtract  of  sale  was  signed,  defendant's  self-serving  declara- 
tion that  the  payment  of  commissions  was  to  await  the  de- 
livery  of  the  deeds  was  of  no  effect.  Dike  v.  Haight,  108  N. 
Y.  S.  1066.  In  an  action  for  a  broker's  commissions,  a  state- 
ment by  plaintiff  as  to  a  sale  of  the  land,  and  what  he  would 
be  entitled  to,  was  self-serving  and  inadmissible.  Leuischner 
V.  Patrick  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  W),  103  S.  W.  664. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  for  the  sale  of  defendant's 
land,  testimony  of  plaintiff  that  he  expected  to  be  paid  for 
the  alleged  services  was  properly  excluded.  Laita  v.  Lockman, 
139  Iowa,  626,  117  N.  W.  962. 

Sec.  838.    Admissions  against  interest. 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  for  commissions,  defend- 
ant's admission  that  plaintiff  procured  the  sale,  as  appears  in 
the  contract  between  the  vendor  and  purchaser,  was  evidence 
for  the  plaintiff.    D^  v.  Haight,  108  N.  T.  S.  1066. 

Where,  in  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions  on  a  sale 
of  real  estate,  defendant's  answer  admitted  the  employment 
of  plaintiff  as  a  broker,  and  it  appeared  that  the  contract  of 
exchange  of  properties  negotiated  by  plaintiff  was  signed 
through  his  efforts,  these  facts  took  the  case  out  of  the  purview 
of  the  Penal  Act  making  it  a  misdemeanor  for  one  to  offer 
real  estate  for  sale  without  vmtten  authority.  Hough  v.  Bald- 
win, 99  N.  T.  S.  545,  50  Misc.  546. 

In  a  broker's  action  for  compensation,  declarations  against 
interest  by  one  who  would  share  in  the  broker's  commissions, 
and  was  therefore  beneficially  interested  in  the  result  of  the  ac- 
tion, were  admissible  in  evidence.  Kinnane  v.  Conroy  (Wash. 
Sup.  '09),  101  P.  223. 


716  AKEBICAN  LAW   BSAL  B8IATE  AOKNCT. 

Sec.  8S8a.    Long  li^we  of  time  m  faringiiig  siiit  efrcamstaiiM 
bearing  on  the  weight  of  evidence. 

Where  nearly  six  years  had  elapsed  before  suit  brought  for 
broker's  services,  but  limitations  had  not  nm,  such  lapse  of  time 
may  be  considered  as  bearing  on  the  weight  of  the  eyidence.  Dolr 
lerg  v.  Jung  Brewing  Co.,  144  TSC.  W.  198,  155  Wis.  185. 

8ea  888b.    Evidence  that  failed  to  estaUiah  that  ndnds  eC 
parties  met  on  amouit  of  braker'a  commiasion. 

In  a  broker's  action  for  commission  involving  issne  whether 
owners  had  by  express  contract  agreed  to  pay  a  certain  commis- 
sion, telegram  by  prospective  purchaser  to  owners  stating  commis- 
sion wanted  by  broker;  Jield  competent,  in  view  of  nndisputecl 
evidence  that  broker  had  not  advised  snch  prospective  purchaser 
as  to  commission  he  was  expecting,  to  establish  amount  of  commis- 
sion that  owner  had  in  mind,  and  that  minds  of  parties  never  met 
on  amount  claimed  by  broker.  Parker  v.  Lindsey,  176  N.  W. 
1018,  —  S.  D.  Sup.  — . 


CHAPTER  Xni. 
ESTOPPELS. 

Sao.  839.    Estoppel  by  repraieiitatioiis  or  oondnet. 

One  may  be  estopped  by  his  representations  or  condact  from 
repudiating  a  transaction.  Chrisiensen  v.  Wooley,  41  Mo.  App. 
53 ;  Duicher  v.  Empire  League,  113  N.  Y.  S.  1083 ;  Fonch  y.  Wil- 
son, 59  Ind.  13 ;  EUea  v.  Fassler,  154  P.  1067,  29  Cal.  App.  187 ; 
McKibbin  v.  Wilson,  182  P.  638,  —  Kan.  Sup.  — ;  ThomhUl  v. 
Masurca,  216  S.  W.  810,  —  Mo.  App.  — ;  Goodwin  v.  Riddle,  85 
S.  433,  —  Ala.  Sup.  — ;  Z>e  to  Cuesta  v.  Armstrong  Holding  Co., 
192  P.  135,  —  Cal.  App.  — ;  Greehberg  y.  Schwinshi,  179  N.  W. 
234,  —  Mich.  Sup.  — . 

Sec.  840.    Objecting  on  one  ground  estopped  to  set  up  another. 

Where  defendant  authorized  a  broker  to  sell  certain  lots 
for  $1,800  cash,  and  the  broker  sold  for  $50  cash,  and  the  re- 
mainder on  delivery  of  the  deed  and  abstract,  but  defendant 
refused  to  complete  the  sale,  claiming  that  the  authorization  was 
$1,800  net  to  him,  without  deduction  of  the  broker's  commis- 
sions, the  defendant  was  estopped  subsequently  to  assert,  in 
an  action  brought  by  the  broker  to  recover  compensation  for 
his  services,  that  he  was  not  bound  to  pay  the  broker,  because 
the  sale  did  not  comply  with  his  instructions  as  to  payment 
of  price.  Dofdey  v.  Porter,  119  Iowa,  542,  93  N.  W.  574; 
Mooney  v.  Elder,  56  N.  T.  238 ;  Railway  Co,  v.  McCarthy,  96 
TJ.  S.  258,  3p7;  Fuller  v.  Brady,  22  111.  App.  174;  Fiske  v. 
BifUe,  87  Cal.  313,  25  P.  430;  Crause  v.  Rhodes,  60  111.  App. 
120;  Johnson  v.  Wright,  124  Iowa,  61,  99  N.  W.  103;  Lettiere 
v.  Blaclcman,  187  111.  App.  336;  Johnson  v.  Stewart  &  Hay  Bdg. 
Co.,  163  S.  W.  611,  171  Mo.  App.  643;  Branif  v.  Baier,  165  P. 
816,  101  Kan.  117.     See  also  Sec.  246. 

In  other  jurisdictions  it  is  held  that  unless  the  broker  has  suf- 
iered  injury  by  reason  of  the  defendant  not  objecting  at  the  time 
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upon  the  ground  snbseqnently  sought  to  be  asserted,  the  defendant 
may  still  avail  himself  of  the  defense.  The  List  dk  San  Co.  ▼. 
Chase,  80  0.  St.  42;  Peters  v.  Anderson,  88  Va.  1051,  14  S.  K 
974;  Provident  Tr.  Co.  v.  Darraugh,  168  Ind.  29,  78  K  E.  1030; 
Steams  y.  Jennings,  128  Wis.  379, 107  N.  W.  327, 17  Am.  &  Eng. 
Ann.  Cas.  63,  64;  Perry  v.  Mt.  Hope  Iron  Co.,  16  B.  I.  318,  51 
A.  87. 

Defendant,  who  contracted  to  pay  plaintiff  a  certain  amount 
brokers'  commissions  if  plaintiff  would  buy  for  him  the  coal 
on  a  certain  &rm,  is  not  estopped  to  assert,  as  against  plain- 
tiff's claim  for  commiflsions,  that  one  of  the  owners  was  an 
infant,  so  that  a  binding  contract  for  the  sale  of  all  the  coal 
which  was  contemplated  was  not  obtained;  he  not  having  em- 
ployed plaintiff  with  knowledge  of  the  infancy  of  such  owner, 
though  he  had  not  baaed  his  refusal  to  carry  out  the  contract 
of  purchase  on  such  infancy.  Mitchell  v.  Weddington  (Ey. 
Ct.  App.  '09),  122  S.  W.  802. 

Sec.  841.  Owners  estopped  to  claim  that  because  thqr  refused 
to  cany  out  agreement  there  was  no  sale. 

Where  the  owners  of  real  estate  agreed  to  sell  to  a  purchaser 
procured  by  their  broker,  and  the  purchaser  paid  $10  of  the 
price,  the  owners  were  estopped,  when  sued  for  commissions 
for  making  the  sale  to  assert  that  becaVise  they  subsequently 
refused  to  carry  out  their  agreement  there  was  no  sale.  Chptn- 
nup  V.  Sibert,  106  Mo.  App.  709,  80  S.  W.  589.  See  also  Sec 
861. 

Sec.  842.  After  aoceptaace  of  purchaser  owner  can  not  object 
to  pay  broker  on  account  of  purchaser's  inability  to  paj 
for  the  property. 

One  who  employs  a  broker  to  negotiate  a  sale  can  not,  in 
an  action  for  the  commissions,  avail  himself  of  the  objection 
that  the  customer  is  unable  to  pay  for  the  premises,  if  the 
vendor  has  accepted  the  customer  as  satisfactory,  and  has  con* 
veyed  the  premises  to  him.     Travis  v.  Oraham,  48  N.  Y.  S. 
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736,  23  App.  Div.  214;  Ford  v.  PerJeina,  162  lU.  App.  176;  Davis 
Y.  PauUur,  170  lU.  App.  317 ;  Wood  <t  latum  Co.  v.  Busier,  173 
P.  1109,  —  Cal.  App.  — ;  Wolfmon  v.  Callahan,  204  S,  W-  777, 
—  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — .    Compare  Sees.  694,  726. 

8ea  843.    Ownw  estopped  to  my  contract  too  indeftoite. 

An  offer  to  buy  290,000  feet  of  land  to  be  taken  from  a 
parcel  containing  500,000  feet,  said  290,000  feet  to  be  divided 
as  to  front  and  back  lands  from  the  whole  parcel  as  nearly 
eqnal  as  is  possible,  where  accepted  by  the  owner  of  the  land, 
entitles  the  broker  employed  to  find  a  purchaser  therefor  to 
his  commissions,  and  the  owner  will  not  be  heard  to  say  it  is 
too  indefinite.    Monk  v.  Parker,  180  Mass.  246,  63  N.  E.  793. 

Sac.   844.    Purchaaer  who  paid  money  to   vendor's  agent 
estopped  to  deny  the  latter  represented  him. 

A  purchaser  who  paid  money  to  a  real  estate  agent  employed 
by  his  vendor  to  induce  the  agent  to  assist  him  in  the  trans- 
action is  estopped  to  deny  that  the  agent  is  his  agent,  when 
suit  is  subsequently  brought  by  the  vendor  to  reform  the  deed 
which  was  drawn  by  the  agent  for  both  parties,  wherein  a 
reservation  of  growing  crops  was  by  mistake  omitted,  since 
the  mistake  of  the  agent  is  the  mistake  of  both  principals. 
Warrick  v.  Smith,  137  111.  504,  27  N.  E.  709;  Seymour  v. 
Slide,  etc.,  Gold  Mines,  42  Fed.  633.    See  also  Sec.  258. 

Sec.  846.    Beceipt  of  $300  estopped  owner  to  say  contract  of 
agency  was  invalid* 

Plaintiff,  vendee,  who  brought  suit  against  agents  to  re- 
cover money  paid  on  an  invalid  contract  of  sale,  can  take 
nothing  by  the  fact  that  the  appointment  of  the  agent  to  sell 
the  land  was  verbal;  the  receipt  of  $300  by  the  owners  would 
estop  them  to  deny  the  agency.  Bogart  v.  Crosby,  80  CaL  195, 
22  P.  84;  Morris  v.  TerriU,  2  Band.  (Va.),  6. 
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See.  846.    In  a  rait  against  broker  to  aoeonnt^  vendor  estoj^ed 
to  allege  invalidity  of  sale. 

Where  a  vendor  of  land  instituted  a  suit  against  his  agents, 
real  estate  brokers,  to  recover  a  part  of  the  purchase  money 
in  their  hands  and  retained  by  them  as  commissions,  he  was 
thereby  estopped  to  allege  the  invalidity  of  the  sale  as  against 
said  brokers,  and  therefore  it  was  immaterial  to  inquire  whether 
such  sale  was  or  was  not  valid  under  the  statute  of  frauds. 
Chriatensen  v.  Wooley,  41  Mo.  App.  53. 


Sec.  847.    Principal  estopped  to  claim  rent  paid  by  tenant  to 
purchaser. 

Where  a  general  agent,  having  power  to  sell  a  piece  of  land, 
limited  only  in  the  method  of  payment,  and  the  agent  having 
control  of  a  building  on  the  land,  upon  a  sale  of  the  land  at 
public  auction,  announces,  in  the  presence  of  a  tenant,  that 
the  purchaser,  after  a  named  date,  shall  be  entitled  to  the 
rents,  and  the  special  agent,  upon  the  payment  for  a  part  of 
the  time  to  the  purchaser,  expresses  approval  of  it,  the  prin- 
cipal is  estopped  from  claiming  rent  paid  to  such  purchaser  by 
such  tenant.    Knox  v.  Bamett,  18  Fla.  594. 

Sec.  848.    Parties  discovering  donble  agency  pending  negotia- 
tions and  not  dissenting  thereto  estopped. 

If  pending  negotiations  the  parties  discover  the  double  agency 
of  the  broker,  and,  without  objecting,  go  on  and,  nevertheless, 
consummate  the  transaction,  they  can  not,  by  reason  thereof,  re- 
fuse to  pay  commissions.  Cassaday  v.  Carrahan,  119  Iowa,  500, 
93  N.  W.  386. 

Sec.  848a.    Party  to  exchange  estopped  by  act  of  agent 

A  party  to  a  contract  for  an  exchange  of  real  estate  is  estopped 
by  the  act  of  his  agent,  though  such  agent,  without  the  knowledge 
of  the  other  party  to  the  contract,  represented  both  parties  in  the 
transaction.  Neuman  v.  Fnedman,  136  S.  W.  251,  156  Mo. 
App.  142. 
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Sea  848.   Bank  receiving  benefits  estopped  to  deny  authority 
toseU. 

Where  a  bank  agrees  to  pay  a  real  estate  broker  a  commission 
on  the  sale  of  land  it  can  not  set  up  as  a  defense  that,  under  the 
law  of  the  State  in  which  the  land  is  situate  a  bank  is  prohibited 
from  dealing  in  real  estate,  where  it  has  availed  itself  of  the 
benefits  of  the  sale.  Church  v.  Johnson,  93  Iowa,  544,  61  N.  W. 
916. 

Sea  848a.    Defendant  estopped  from  denying  broker's  au- 
thority as  his  agent. 

Where  defendant  did  not  prompt  representation  and  sale  by  a 
broker  to  plaintiff;  held,  that  defendant  was  thereafter  estopped 
from  denying  broker's  authority.  Portsmouth  Oil  Refining  Corp. 
Y.  Madrid  Cotton  Oil  Co.,  77  S.  8,  —  Ala.  Sup.  — • 

Sea  860.    Vendee  knowing  of  fraud  of  agent  oan  not  insist 
on  the  validity  of  the  sale. 

Where  one  takes  a  conveyance  from  an  agent  authorized  to 
sell  and  convey  land,  knowing  of  the  fraud  or  breach  of  trust 
of  the  agent,  he  can  not  insist  on  the  validity  of  the  sale. 
Morris  v.  TerriU,  2  Band.  (Va.)  6.    See  also  Sec.  845. 

See.  861.    Landlord  estopped  to  deny  agent's  authority  to  ac- 
cept waiver  of  privilege  of  renewal. 

Where  a  landlord  accepted  the  weaver  of  the  tenant's  privi- 
lege of  renewal,  procured  by  his  agent  from  the  tenant,  he 
was  estopped  to  deny  the  agent's  authority  in  the  premises. 
No.  121  Madison  Ave.  v.  Osgood^  18  N.  Y.  S.  126. 

Sec.  862.    Broker  not  estopped  by  error  to  plead  incorrectness. 

The  delay  of  a  broker  to  complain  of  an  order  in  regcurd 
to  his  commissions  on  a  sale  made  by  him  for  the  receiver  of 
an  insolvent  bank,  does  not  estop  him  from  asserting  its  in- 
correctness, in  the  absence  of  prejudice  occasioned  thereby. 
Teiers  v.  Anderson,  88  Va.  1051,  14  S.  E.  974.  See  also 
Dec  o4U* 
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8eo.  883,  Agent  not  estopped  to  claim  oommiflsionB  became 
memo,  of  agreement  described  defendant  ae  owner  of 
property  to  be  sold. 

An  agent  under  a  contract  to  sell  real  estate  on  commis- 
sion is  not  estopped  from  claiming  his  commissions  because  the 
memorandum  of  the  agreement  describes  defendant  as  the 
owner  of  the  property  to  be  sold.    Condee  v.  Barton,  62  CaL  1. 

Sec.  864.  Seller  estopped  to  allege  its  representative  had  no 
authority  to  employ  a  broker. 

Wh<ere  a  real  estate  broker  makes  a  sale,  the  seller  accept- 
ing the  sale  and  claiming  benefits  thereunder  is  precluded 
from  setting  up,  as  against  the  broker's  claim  for  commissions, 
the  want  of  authority  in  its  representative  to  employ  such 
broker.  Watkins  Land  Mtge.  Co,  v.  Thetford  (Tex.  Civ.  App. 
'06),  96  S.  W.  72. 

Sec.  866.  Principal  not  estopped  to  show  commissions  not  to 
be  paid  for  until  contract  fully  completed. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  for  procuring  purchasers  of 
land,  a  letter  from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiffs  stating  that 
they  had  not  received  all  the  earnest  money,  part  of  it  remain- 
ing in  escrow  in  the  bank  until  it  should  be  determined  if 
they  were  entitled  to  it,  and  that  they  would  pay  the  balance 
as  soon  as  they  received  that  amount,  did  not  constitute  an 
estoppel  against  a  claim  by  the  defendants  that  they  were  not 
to  pay  commissions  imtil  the  contract  was  fully  completed. 
Tracey  Land  Co,  v.  Polk  Co.  Ld.  &  Loan  Co.,  131  Iowa,  40, 
107  N.  W.  1029. 

Sec.  866.  Joint  owner  not  repudiating  agent's  fraud,  estopped 
to  deny  connection  therewith. 

A  joint  owner  of  real  estate  who  consents  to  a  listing  there- 
of by  his  co-owner  with  real  estate  agents  for  sale,  receives 
part  of  the  consideration,  and  never  repudiates  the  sale  made 
by  the  agents,  after  discovering  that  they  were  guilty  of  fraud, 
is  estopped  to  deny  connection  with  the  fraud,  but  will  be  held 
liable  only  to  the  extent  of  the  benefit  actually  received.  Alger 
V.  Anderson,  78  Fed.  729.    See  also  Sec  329. 
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Sec.  867.    Broken  purchasing  bonds,  pretending  to  act  for 
third  parties,  estopped,  when  f  onnd  worthless^  to  recover. 

Plaintiffs,  as  brokers,  entered  into  a  contract  for  the  pur- 
chase of  certain  bonds,  claiming  to  act  for  an  undisclosed  prin- 
cipal, and  stipulating  that  they  should  in  no  manner  be  held 
liable  on  the  contract,  which,  as  they  had  reason  to  believe, 
was  made  by  defendant  under  a  misapprehension  as  to  the 
value  of  the  bonds;  in  fact,  they  were  acting  for  themselves, 
and  there  was  no  other  principal.  Held,  that  they  could  not 
maintain  an  action  on  the  contract,  not  as  agents  for  an  undis^ 
closed  principal,  because  no  such  principal  existed,  nor  as 
principal,  because  by  their  fraudulent  misrepresentation  they 
had  secured  immunity  from  liability  on  the  contract  as  such, 
and  estopped  themselves  from  claiming  rights  which  were  cor- 
relative with  such  liability.  Paine  v.  Loeb,  96  Fed.  164,  37 
C.  C.  A.  434. 

Sec.  858.    Equitable  owner  estopped  to  deny  agent'ii  atu 
thority. 

A  contract  of  sale  of  realty  was  made  by  one  having  no  title 
nor  authority  in  writing  to  execute  such  an  instrument;  the 
attorney  for  the  purchaser  was  informed  by  the  equitable  owner 
that  such  person  was  authorized  to  sell,  and  was  directed  to  see 
him  in  reference  to  the  matter.  Held,  under  code  of  civil 
procedure,  that  such  statement  was  a  ratification  of  the  agent's 
authority  which  estopped  the  equitable  owner  from  denying  it. 
Oregg  v.  Carey,  4  Cal.  App.  354,  88  P.  282. 

Sec.  869.    Broker's  silence  ineffective  to  estop  trom  recovering 
commissions. 

Where  defendant,  a  real  estate  broker,  contracted  to  pay 
plaintiff,  another  broker,  one  dollar  per  acre  if  he  would  fur- 
nish a  purchaser  for  a  certain  farm  at  $37.50  per  acre,  includ- 
ing the  crops,  and  defendant,  with  full  knowledge  of  plaintiff's 
rights  thereunder,  voluntarily  sold  the  farm  for  $35  per  acre, 
without  the  crops,  to  a  purchaser  furnished  by  plaintiff,  the 
latter  was  not  estopped  by  his  silence,  after  introducing  such 
purchaser  and  defendant  had  informed  him  of  the  rise  in  the 
price^  to  claim  full  commissions  on  the  subsequent  consumma- 


724  AKSBIGAN  LAW  BEAL  ESTATE  AGENCT. 

tion  of  the  sale.  Provident  Tr.  Co.  v.  Darraugh,  168  Ind.  29, 
78  N.  E.  1030.    See  also  Sec.  115. 

Sec.  860.  Broker  turning  property  over  to  another  to  aeO^ 
estopped  to  claim  commissions  on  sale  by  latter. 

An  agent  for  the  sale  of  lands  who  turns  the  property  over 
to  another  to  sell,  with  consent  of  the  owner,  and  thereafter 
does  nothing  to  effect  a  sale,  loses  his  right  to  a  commission, 
not  on  the  ground  of  assignment,  but  because  of  a  waiver  of 
his  right  to  make  a  sale;  and  he  is  estopped  to  assert  any  in- 
terest in  the  commissions  resulting  from  the  sale  made  by  the 
other.    Munson  v.  Mdbon,  135  Iowa,  335,  112  N.  W.  775. 

Seo.  860a.  Broker  estopped  to  daim  for  benefit  to  party  he 
did  not  represent. 

Where  brokers  who  consummated  exchange  of  properties  did 

not  assume  to  represent  one  owner,  but  acted  as  agents  for  other 
party,  brokers  for  first  party  could  not  say  their  acts  as  agents 
for  other  party  enured  to  his  benefit  as  agents  for  first  party. 
Whittle  V.  Klipper,  165  N.  W.  425,  —  Iowa  Sup.  — . 

Agent  employed  to  sell  land  could  not  say  act  of  another 
agent  enured  to  his  benefit  as  agent  of  owner,  where  owner  had 
already  seen  purchaser  and  had  begun  negotiations  before  other 
agent  knew  of  the  deal.    Id. 

Sec.  860b.  Where  broker  waived  one  commission  in  hope  of 
futnre  favor,  on  second  failing,  can  not  sne  for  breadi 
and  rely  on  defendant's  estoppel  to  deny  the  released 
first  commission  as  damages. 

Where  a  broker  foregoes  a  commission  on  a  sale  of  land,  as 
consideration  for  placing  other  lands  in  his  hands  for  sale  at  a 
net  price,  he  can  not  sue  for  breach  of  the  second  contract  and 
rely  on  such  released  commission  as  damages,  on  the  ground  that 
the  owner  was  estopped  to  deny  that  he  was  damaged  to  that  ex* 
tent.  Shapiro  v.  Benenson,  167  N.  Y.  Sup.  1004,  181  App. 
Div.  19. 

Where  broker  foregoes  a  fixed  commission  on  a  sale  of  land  fcs 
consideration  for  an  agreement  whereby  he  is  given  the  sale  of 
other  land,  on  refusal  of  the  principal  to  perform  the  second  con- 
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tract,  the  agent  ooTild  either  disaffinn  the  second  contract  and  be 
restored  to  the  consideration  parted  with,  or  recover  damages  for 
breach  of  the  second  contract.    Id. 

Where  a  broker  advanced  money  on  a  contract  to  sell  land  and 
the  owner  defaults,  he  can,  on  rescinding,  recover  the  advance  as 
for  money  had  and  received,  bnt  where,  as  consideration  for  the 
contract,  the  agent  had  foregone  a  commission  dne  him  on  an- 
other deal,  the  action  would  be  for  the  consideration  parted  with 
Id. 

Sec.  861.  Owner  ooBolndinjr  mI^  with  pnrehaMr  fnndalied  by 
broker  estopped  to  daim  it  was  done  independently. 

Where  defendants  gave  plaintiff  an  option  to  effect  a  sale  of 
coal  properties,  if  sold  within  a  certain  time,  on  a  stipulated  com- 
fiiission,  and  agreed  to  assist  plaintiff  in  the  sale  thereof,  defend- 
ants will  not  be  heard  to  say  that  a  sale  to  one  with  whom  plain- 
tiff was  negotiating,  made  during  the  continuance  of  the  option, 
was  the  result  of  their  independent  efforts.  Wells  v.  EocTcing 
TaUey  Coal  Co.,  137  Iowa,  626,  114  N.  W.  1076.  See  also  Sec. 
841. 

8eo.  861a.  Since  mral  promiae  fo  pay  conunisaion  ia  not  bind- 
ing, oral  promise  to  make  contract  can  not  operate  aa 
estoppel  to  dei^  right  to  commission. 

Since  an  oral  promise  to  pay  a  commission  for  the  sale  of  land 
as  not  binding,  an  oral  promise  to  make  a  contract  can  not  op- 
erate as  an  estoppel  to  deny  broker's  right  to  a  commission,  since 
iEe  broker  had  no  right  to  fely  on  it.  Edwards  v.  Laird,  134  P. 
866,  22  Cal.  App.  398;  Connor  v.  Higgins,  132  P.  849,  21  Cal. 
A'pp.  756. 

Sec  862.  When  action  tried  on  theory  of  written  contract^ 
estopped  on  appeal  to  claim  it  was  verbal. 

Where  an  action  was  tried  by  both  parties  on  the  theory  that 
the  contract  sued  on  was  a  written  one,  and  defendant  reqnested 
several  instmctions  which  so  stated,  he  conld  not,  on  appeal,  be 
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heard  to  contend  that  the  contract  was  verbal.      McDermoti  ▼. 
Makoney  (Iowa  Sup.  '06),  106  K  W.  925.    Compare  Sec.  840. 

Sea  862a.  That  broker  and  pnrehaeer  conspired  to  defraud 
vendor  did  not  estop  the  purchaser  to  sue  for  misrepre- 
sentation as  to  the  acreage  purchased. 

That  vendor's  broker,  the  purchaser  and  another  conspired 
to  defraud  vendor  by  retaining  a  part  of  the  price,  did  not 
estop  the  purchaser  to  sue  the  vendor  for  the  broker's  misrep- 
resentation as  to  acreage.  Farris  v.  Oilder  (Tex.  Civ.  App. 
'09),  115  S.  W.  645.    Compare  Sec.  862b. 

8eo.  8e2b.  Oonspiraey  of  parties  to  sale  to  deprive  broker  of 
eonunissions. 

It  is  immaterial  to  a  real  estate  agenfs  rights  to  a  commission 
on  a  sale  procured  by  him  that  he  did  not  obtain  an  offer  for  his 
principal  on  terms  as  good  as  those  on  which  the  sale  was  made, 
where  the  parties  to  the  sale  conspired  to  deprive  him  of  his 
commissions.  Lipscomb  v.  Mastin  (Mo.  App.  '10),  125  S.  W. 
1177;  Oibbon  v.  Jurgenson,  190  111.  App.  55.    Compare  Sec  862a. 

8eo.  8620.    Oases  applying  doctrine  of  estoppel 

(1)  Where  pending  negotiations  by  brokers  with  a  prospective 
customer,  the  owners  took  the  negotiations  into  their  own  hands, 
and  were  able  only  to  procure  an  option  contract,  they  were  es- 
topped to  deny  liability  for  commissions,  on  the  ground  that  the 
customer  produced  by  the  brokers  was  willing  only  to  enter  into 
an  option  contract.  Duncan  v.  Parker,  142  P.  657,  81  Wash. 
840,  L.  E.  A.  1915  A,  804. 

(2)  Where  defendant  employed  plaintiff  to  sell  certain  real 
property  on  a  commission  of  1%%  on  the  selling  price,  when  the 
title  is  passed,  and  the  title  never  passed  to  the  purchaser  pro- 
cured by  plaintiff  because  it  was  defective,  the  phrase,  'Vhen  the 
title  is  passed/'  was  not  to  be  construed  as  a  condition  to  plain- 
tiff's right  to  commission,  but  rather  as  fixing  the  time  when  the 
contract  should  be  performed,  and  on  the  failure  of  the  title  to 
pass  for  that  reason,  defendant  was  estopped  to  claim  that  plaintiff 
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had  failed  to  earn  his  commission.    Meckes  v.  Mullen,  132  N.  Y. 
Sup.  942,  75  Misc.  Bep.  303. 

(3)  Where  defendant  employed  plaintiff  brokers  to  secure  a 
loan,  and  later  plaintiffs'  employee,  in  an  indefinite  conversation 
with  another  loan  broker,  by  a  mutual  mistake  as  to  the  loan  in- 
Tolyed,  stated  that  it  would  not  be  made,  plaintiff  was  not  es- 
topped to  deny  release  of  defendant  from  its  obligation  and  con- 
tract for  commissions.  Colvin  Phillips  £  Co.  r.  Newoc  Co.,  172 
P.  356,  —  Wash.  Sup.  — . 


CHAPTER  XIV. 

BKCIIOH.  SEcnoir. 

863.  DismiMal,  when  proper.  866.    Prima  facie 

864.  DismiBBal,  when  error.  867-873a.    ^^^m^ 
866.    Non-suit.   ,  874«7g.    VamnM. 

Sec.  863.    Dismissal  of  action,  when  proper. 

A  motion  to  direct  a  verdict  for  defendant  without  special 
ground,  should  be  granted  where  the  plaintiff's  evidence 
wholly  fails  to  show  such  performance  on  his  part  as  is  neces- 
sary to  entitle  him  to  recover.  Oerding  v.  Hdskins,  141  N.  T. 
514,  36  N.  E.  601.  Where  an  action  is  brought  to  recover  com- 
missions on  a  loan  which  a  certain  person  is  alleged  to  have 
negotiated  for  defendants,  in  the  absence  of  proof  that  such 
person  was  authorized  to  act  as  defendant's  agent  in  the  trans- 
action, the  action  will  be  dismissed,  without  being  submitted  to 
the  jury.    McLaughlin  v.  Ranger,  66  N.  T.  S.  450,  32  Misa  732. 

Where,  in  an  action  for  a  commission,  the  evidence  did  not 
show  performance  on  plaintiff's  part  before  defendant's  tennina- 
tion  of  the  transaction,  defendant's  motion  to  dismiss  on  that 
ground  should  have  been  granted.  Von  Bayer  v.  Ninigret  MUh 
Co.,  150  N.  Y.  Sup.  291,  164  App.  Div.  698. 

Dismissal  of  action  by  owner's  agent  against  drawer  of  a  check 
given  to  such  agent  for  purchase  price  thereof,  less  an  incmn- 
brance,  where  deed  of  conveyance  was  changed  in  a  material  mat- 
ter by  such  agent,  without  knowledge  of  the  owner  or  proposed 
purchaser,  and  where  sale,  for  that  reason,  was  not  consummated, 
was  not  error.  Dorwart  v.  Hockeit,  173  N.  W.  596,  —  Neb. 
Sup.  — . 

Sec.  864.    Dismissal  of  action,  when  error. 

Evidence  in  an  action  to  recover  commissions  for  the  sale  of 
zeal  estate  was  held  to  show  that  the  owner  had  reasonable  cause 
728 
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to  believe  that  the  party  to  whom  he  sold  the  property  was  sent 
to  him  by  the  agent,  so  as  to  render  it  error  to  dismiss  the  case. 
Henninger  v.  Burch,  90  Minn.  43,  95  N.  W.  678. 

Seo.  866.    Non-anit. 

In  the  absence  of  any  evidence  to  show  that  the  sale  by  de- 
fendant to  his  brother  and  the  subsequent  conveyance  by  him  to 
B.,  was  done  to  defraud  plaintiff  of  his  commissions,  he  could 
not  recover  them  from  defendant.  Bennett  v.  Kidder,  5  Daly 
(N.  Y.),  612;  Ham  v.  Weber,  43  N.  X.  S.  1069,  19  Misc.  485. 
See  also  Sec.  425a. 

On  plaintiff's  evidence  upon  an  action  on  an  I.  0.  IT.,  signed 
by  defendant,  and  followed  by  the  descriptive  word,  '^cashier,'* 
for  payment  of  a  certain  sum  on  completion  of  a  sale;  held,  that 
it  was  error  to  direct  a  nonsuit.  Hay  v.  McDonald,  131  P.  74,  21 
Cal.  App.  204. 

In  action  by  selling  agent  for  commission  on  sale  made  directly 
by  vendor,  evidence  to  show  agreement  between  vendor  and  vendee 
to  pay  commission  to  selling  agent,  not  of  itself  sufficient,  or  with 
other  evidence,  to  show  such  contract;  held,  properly  rejected  and 
nonsuit  ordered.  Jordiana  <£  PhUlifs  v.  Dixie  CiUvert  &  Metal 
Co.,  96  S.  B.  679,  —  Ga.  Sup.  — • 

See.  866.   Prima  f  aeie  case. 

Testimony  that  a  deed  was  tendered  to  the  principal,  ^  pur- 
suance of  an  agreement  between'^  the  parties,  is  sufficient  frima 
fade,  to  sustain  a  finding  that  it  was  delivered  within  thirty 
days,  Beehe  v.  Roberts,  3  E.  D.  Smith  (N.  Y.)  194.  A  con- 
tract of  sale  signed  by  the  purchaser,  unilateral  when  tendered 
to  the  vendor,  is  prima  facie  evidence  of  the  purchaser's  readi- 
ness and  willingness  to  buy.  Flynn  v.  JorddL,  124  Iowa  457, 
100  N.  W.  325.  Evidence  by  plaintiff  that  he  did  business  as  a 
real  estate  agent,  though  he  assisted  in  the  foundry  business, 
and  that  the  usual  commissions  allowed  such  agents  for  selling 
property  of  the  character  in  suit  was  five  per  cent.,  was  compe- 
tent as  prima  facie  evidence  of  value.  Ashby  v.  Holmes,  68 
Mo.  App.  23.  Proof  that  a  party  has  executed  a  formal  con- 
tract to  convey  certain  property  in  exchange  for  other,  is  suffi- 
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cient  prima  fade  evidence  of  his  title  thereto,  in  an  action  by  a 
broker  for  commissionB  in  effecting  an  exchange.  Muscoviis  y. 
Homlerger,  46  N.  Y.  S.  462,  20  Misc.  558. 

Termination  of  a  reyocable  agreement  to  sell  land  by  a  sale 
made  by  the  principal  before  performance  by  the  agent  is  an  af- 
firmative defense  which  need  not  be  negatived  by  the  agent,  in  his 
action  for  breach  of  contract,  in  order  to  make  out  a  prima  fade 
case.    Goldman  v.  Weism^n,  143  N.  W.  983,  123  Minn.  370. 

A  broker  can  not  recover  a  commission  for  procuring  a  sale 
of  bonds  imless  he  makes  out  a  prima  /ocie  showing  of  compli- 
ance with  the  conditions  of  his  contract  with  the  owner.  ButUr- 
field  V.  Consolidated  Fuel  Co.,  132  P.  559,  42  Utah,  490. 

In  an  action  to  recover  a  broker's  commission,  where  defendant 
agreed  to  pay  plaintiff  a  certain  commission  upon  consummation 
of  a  deal,  a  prima  fade  case  held  to  be  made  out  when  plaintiff 
showed  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  the  land,  formally  executed  by 
the  parties  and  accepted  by  the  defendant,  notwithstanding  de- 
fendant later  refused  to  carry  out  the  contract.  Dougherty  v. 
Becklenherg,  205  HI.  App.  491. 

Sec.  867.   Issae  at  to  which  of  several  brokers  effected  a  sale. 

On  the  issue  of  which  of  several  rival  brokers  effected  a  sale 
so  as  to  entitle  him  to  commissions,  it  is  proper  to  show  by  the 
purchaser  his  state  of  mind  regarding  the  piirchase  after  he  had 
left  the  broker  claiming  the  commission.  McOuire  v.  Carbon,  61 
111.  App.  696. 

Sec  867a.    Issue  of  good  faith  <tf  defendant  in  abandoniBg 
negotiations. 

In  an  action  by  real  estate  brokers  to  recover  commission,  where 
it  appeared  that  after  considerable  negotiations  with  plaintifb^ 
customer,  both  such  customer  and  defendant  informed  plaintiffs 
that  they  would  not  negotiate  further  with  reference  to  the  trans- 
action, but  yet  defendant  later  sold  the  property  to  another  per- 
son, who  in  turn  conveyed  it  to  plaintiff's  customer,  the  control- 
ling issue  of  fact  was  that  of  defendant's  good  faith  in  abandon- 
ing the  negotiations.    Stone  v.  Kreie,  202  HI.  App.  43. 
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Sec.  868.    Issue  as  to  whether  defendant  agreed  to  pay  plain- 
tifF  twenty-five  cents  per  acre  and  five  per  cent,  on  balance. 

In  an  action  for  a  balance  claimed  to  be  due  for  selling  a  large 
tract  of  land  for  defendant,  where  the  issue  is  whether  defendant 
agreed  to  pay  plaintiff  the  sum  of  twenty-five  cents  per  acre  and 
a  commission  of  five  per  cent,  on  the  balance,  the  testimony  of  a 
real  estate  agent  is  competent  to  show  that  the  compensation 
claimed  by  plaintiff  is  reasonable  and  not  unusuaL  Qreer  v. 
Laws,  56  Ark.  37,  18  S.  W.  1038. 

Sec.  860.    Issne  as  to  indebtedness  existing  at  beginning  of 
action  for  nndisclosed  services. 

In  an  action  for  a  broker's  commissions,  the  only  allegation 
in  plaintiff's  complaint,  showing  the  liability  of  defendant,  was 
that  within  two  years  prior  thereto  the  defendant  became  in- 
debted to  plaintiff's  assignor  in  a  certain  sum  for  services  ren- 
dered by  him  to  the  defendant  at  his  special  instance  and 
request.  Held,  that  the  only  issue  tendered  by  the  plaintiff 
was  the  indebtedness  existing  at  the  time  the  action  was  com- 
menced for  certain  undisclosed  services,  and  on  that  issue  it 
was  competent  for  defendant  to  offer,  and  for  the  court  to 
consider,  any  evidence  which  would  tend  to  show  that,  even 
though  the  services  were  rendered,  they  did  not  create  an  in- 
debtedness against  the  defendant,  and  defendant's  failure  to 
set  up  in  answer,  as  a  defense,  that  the  assignor  had  received  a 
commission  from  the  purchaser,  did  not  preclude  him  from 
offering  evidence  thereof,  or  the  court  from  considering  its  ef- 
fect. Ramer's  Law  dk  Coll.  Co.  v.  Bradbury,  3  Cal.  App.  256, 
84  P.  1007.    Compare  Sec.  678. 

Sec.  870.    Issne  in  action  for  conuninsions  for  sale  of  real  estate 
to  stock  company. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  for  effecting  a  sale  of  land,  the 
petition  alleged  that  the  land  was  placed  in  plaintiffs'  hands 
by  a  written  contract  of  sale  at  the  price  of  $50,000,  and  that 
they  were  to  receive  ten  per  cent,  commission  on  the  amount 
realized  by  the  defendant,  to  be  paid  when  the  purchase  price 
was  received,  whether  the  land  was  sold  directly  or  through 


738  AlffKRIOAy  L^W,  EBAL  B8IATS  AQSNOY. 

the  organization  of  a  stock  company  and  the  money  value  of 
the  lands  realized  by  a  sale  of  the  stock;  that  a  mining  com- 
pany was  organized  to  which  defendant  conveyed  the  land,  re- 
ceiving practically  all  of  the  stock  of  the  company,  the  par 
value  of  which  was  $150,000,  that  defendant  had  received 
$100,000  from  the  sale  of  the  stock,  on  which  amount  plain- 
tiffs were  entitled  to  commissions.  Held,  that  plaintiffs  were 
not  entitled  to  show  that  after  selling  300  shares  of  stock  at 
33  1/3  cents  on  the  dollar,  and  having  a  purchaser  ready  to 
buy  all  the  stock  at  that  figure,  defendant  raised  the  price  to 
forty  cents,  the  action  not  being  for  damages  for  breach  of 
contract,  but  proceeding  on  the  theory  of  an  actual  sale.  Cos- 
grove  V.  Leonard  Mer,  &  Realty  Co,,  175  Mo.  100,  74  S.  W.  986. 

Sec.  871.    Issue  as  to  inrocuring  cause  of  sale^  what  not  oon- 
trolling. 

The  fact  that  plaintiff  did  not  inform  defendant  that  the 
purchaser  was  his  customer  before  the  sale,  was  not  controlling 
on  the  issue  as  to  whether  plaintiff  was  the  procuring  cause 
of  the  sale  to  him.  Metcalfe  v.  Gordon,  83  N.  Y.  S.  808,  86 
App.  Div.  368.  Compaie  See.  860^ 

Sec.  871a.    To  avoid  a  contract  issue  must  be  presented  by  tte 


A  land  contract  entered  into  by  the  purchaser's  agent  can 
not  be  avoided  by  the  purchaser,  in  a  suit  to  enforce  the  pur- 
chase money  notes,  because  the  agent  also  represented  the 
vendor,  where  that  fact  was  not  presented  in  the  pleadings. 
Anderson  v.  Creston  Land  Co.,  96  Va.  257,  31  S.  E.  82. 

Sec.  872.  Issue  presented  by  amendment  to  answer  false  and 
misleading. 
On  the  trial  of  a  cause  the  defendant  obtained  leave  to  amend 
his  answer  by  alleging  '/that  after  making  the  sales  named 
they  (plaintiffs)  complained  that  the  prices  were  too  high,  as 
named  by  defendant,  and  made  no  effort  to  sell  the  same,  but 
neglected  the  same  to  the  defendant's  damage  and  injury. "  Held^ 


that  tEo  matter  involTeS  in  the  amendment,  not  being  perti- 
nent to  the  case,  was  calculated  to  raise  a  false  issae  and  dis- 
tract the  attention  of  the  jury  from  the  real  questions  for  their 
determination.    MarshdU  v.  Oobel,  32  Neb.  9,  48  N.  W.  898. 

Sec.  873.    Issue  whether  authority  to  make  a  sale  was  subject 
to  wife's  approval. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions  for  making  a  sale 
of  realty,  where  the  defense  set  up  in  the  answer  was,  that  the 
broker  was  employed  to  sell  the  property  upon  the  express 
understanding  that  any  sale  of  the  property  would  be  subject 
to  the  approval  of  the  owner's  wife,  and  that  the  wife  did  not 
consent  to  the  sale  made  by  the  broker^  but  disapproved  of  it, 
and  refused  to  sign  the  deed,  the  issue  to  be  determined  was 
not,  whether  the  sale  made  by  the  broker  was  subject  to  the 
wife's  approval,  but  rather,  whether  or  not  authority  to  make  a 
sale  was  conditioned  upon  the  wife's  approval.  Baker  dk  Co.  v« 
DeViit  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '08),  110  S.  W.  528. 

Sec.  873a.    Evidence  held  not  to  raise  issue  of  revocation  of 
authority  to  selL 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commission  earned  by  producing 
a  purchaser  to  whom  defendant  refused  to  convey,  evidence  held 
not  to  raise  the  issue  of  revocation  of  authority  to  selL  Mauser 
V.  HurdU,  140  P.  479,  27  Colo.  App.  667. 

Sec.  874.  Variance,  broker  can  not  declare  as  for  perform- 
ance and  recover  damages  for  breach. 
Under  a  written  agreement  of  a  land  owner  to  pay  a  broker  a 
certain  sum  if  he  should  send  or  cause  to  be  sent  to  the  land 
owner  a  person  with  whom  the  latter  *'may  see  fit  and  proper  to 
effect  a  sale  or  exchange  of  the  land,"  the  broker  can  not  re- 
cover the  sum  stipulated  without  proof  of  the  sale  or  exchange 
of  the  land,  nor  on  a  qtiantum  meruit  for  services  in  negotia- 
tions for  such  sale  or  exchange,  without  proof  that  such  nego- 
tiations were  rendered  fruitless  by  the  fault  of  the  land  owner. 
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Wdiker  v.  TtmZZ^  101  Mass.  257;  Drurg  t.  Neuman,  99  Mass. 
256;  fio&ffMon  v.  Ohl  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  155  P.  808,  —  OkL  Siqi.  — . 

860.  875.    On  claim  for  adlmg  pi'apeity,  broker  can  not  ra* 
cover  aa  a  middleman. 

A  complaint  which  alleged  that  complainants  were  real  estate 
brokers  and  that  defendant,  well  knowing  the  fact,  gave  them 
an  option  on  his  property  and  agreed  to  pay  a  commission  for 
their  services  in  case  of  a  sale,  and  that  they  procured  a  par- 
chaser,  and  in  pursuance  of  negotiations  initiated  by  them  a 
sale  was  effected,  stated  a  cause  of  action  on  the  theory  that  the 
plaintiffs  were  brokers,  and  hence  they  could  not  recover  on 
proof  that  they  were  mere  middlemen.  Souihack  v.  Lane,  65 
N.  Y.  S.  629,  32  M.  141 ;  Walker  v.  Osgood,  98  Mass.  348. 

Sec.  876.    In  order  to  take  advantage  of  variance  defendant 
must  make  timely  objection. 

In  order  to  take  advantage  of  a  variance  between  the  allega- 
tions of  a  petition  and  the  proof,  defendant  must  make  objec- 
tion in  the  trial  court  to  the  introduction  of  evidence  on  that 
ground  and  show  by  affidavit,  in  what  respect  he  has  been 
misled  thereby.  Fisher,  etc.,  B.  E.  Co.  v.  8taed  B.  Co.,  159  Mio. 
568,  68  S.  W.  443;  Gregg  v.  Loomis,  88  Neb.  174^  84  K.  W.  855; 
Thompson  v.  Sargent,  134  P.  7,  66  Or.  854. 

Sec.  877.    Allegation  to  pay  5  per  cent  on  any  amoiuit^  not 
sustained  by  evidence  if  sold  for  $6,000. 

An  allegation  that  defendant  agreed  to  pay  5  per  cent  on 
the  amount  for  which  he  should  sell  the  mill  of  defendant, 
whatever  it  might  amount  to,  is  not  sustained  by  evidence  that 
defendant  agreed  to  pay  plaintiff  5  per  cent,  if  he  would  sell 
the  mill  for  $5,000;  and  this  forms  a  fatal  variance  between 
the  contract  declared  on  and  that  proved.  Menifee  v.  Higging, 
57  lU.  50. 

Sec.  878.    Allegation  that  rights  sold  comprised  50,000  acrea 
not  sustained  by  proof  of  35,000. 

Counts  in  a  complaint  alleged  that  plaintiff  acted  for  a  third 
person  in  a  sale  to  defendant  of  turpentine  rights  belonging 
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to  a  third  penon;  that  tiie  rights  sold  extended  to  the  trees 
comprised  in  50,000  acres,  that  the  consideration  promised  to 
defendant  was  a  net  price  per  acre,  to  be  paid  to  the  third  per- 
son, and  commissions  to  be  paid  to  plaintiff;  the  evidence 
showed  that  what  was  actually  sold  was  the  third  person's  tur- 
pentine rights  then  owned  within  «.  described  territory  said  to 
contain  50,000  acres,  less  3,000  acres  reserved,  together  with 
such  turpentine  rights  within  that  territory  as  might  be  ac- 
quired by  the  third  person  within  a  fixed  period;  the  rights 
so  owned  and  sold,  including  subsequent  acquisitions  did  not 
extend  to  land  exceeding  35,000  acres.  Held,  a  fatal  variance 
between  the  allegations  and  the  proof.  Moses  v.  Beverly,  137 
Ala.  473,  34  S.  825. 

Sec.  879.    No  variance  between  allegation  for  fee  on  cost  of 
houses,  and  proof  induding  the  grounds. 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  for  commissions  the 
declaration  alleged  that  plaintiff  rendered  services  in  procur- 
ing for  defendants  a  contract  for  the  erection  of  a  number  of 
houses,  and  that  defendants  agreed  to  pay  him  a  commission 
of  one  per  cent,  of  "the  amount  of  the  contract  price  for  the 
erection  of  said  houses."  Plaintiff  claimed  commissions  on  the 
sum,  which  the  evidence  showed  included  both  the  cost  of  the 
houses  and  of  the  lands  on  which  they  were  erected,  this  entire 
sum  being  secured  by  mortgage  to  defendants  from  the  other 
party  to  the  contract;  the  contract  for  commissions  was  oral, 
and  plaintiff  testified  that  both  parties  understood  that  the  com- 
mission was  to  be  calculated  on  the  total  amount  of  the  mort^ 
gages.  Held,  that  there  was  no  material  variance  between  the 
pleadings  and  the  proof.  Richards  v.  Richman,  5  PennewiU 
(Del.)  558,  64  A.  238;  Smith  v.  Sharp  (Ala.  Sup.  '09),  50 
S.  381. 

Sec.  879a.    Slight  excess  in  acreage  not  a  material  variance. 

FindiQgs  of  fact  in  an  action  for  commissions  for  the  sale 
of  land,  that  the  purchasers  tc^  whom  the  agent  sold  took  320 
acres,  did  not  limit  the  amount  of  land  sold  to  320  acres  so 
as  to  defeat  the  action,  the  authority  being  to  sell  327  acres, 
where,  in  answer  to  another  question,  if  there  was  an  excess 
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over  320  acres,  to  state  how  many  acies  of  such  excess  each 
of  the  purchasers  agreed  to  take,  the  jury  found  that  one  pur- 
chaser agreed  to  take  3^  acres,  and  another  3%  acres.  Howell 
V.  Denton  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '08),  113  S.  W.  314. 

Sec.  879b.    Immaterial  variance  between  deacripUon  of  land 
conveyed  and  in  broker's  authority. 

In  a  broker's  action  for  commissions  for  an  exchange  of  prop- 
erty conveyed  after  defendant  had  examined  the  property  and 
accepted  abstracts  and  a  deed  thereof;  held,  that  a  variance  be- 
tween the  description  of  the  land  conveyed  and  that  in  defend- 
ant's letter  of  authority  was  immaterial,  and  that  the  broker  was 
entitled  to  his  commission.  Price  v.  Partridge,  139  P.  34,  78 
Wash.  362. 

Sec.  880.    Agreement  for  sale  and  proof  of  an  ezchaoge^  not 
a  fatal  variance. 

Where  a  declaration  alleges  an  agreement  on  a  "sale"  of  real 
estate,  proof  of  an  exchange  of  the  property  is  not  a  fatal  vari- 
ance, if  defendant  is  not  misled.  Whitaker  v.  Engle,  111  Mich. 
205,  69  N.  W.  493;  Park  v.  Towne  (S.  D.  Sup.  '08),  116  N.  W. 
1123;  ClarJc  v.  Allen,  126  Cal.  276,  67  P.  985. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  to  recover  a  commission  for  a  sale 
of  the  defendant's  real  estate;  held,  that  there  was  no  variance 
between  the  evidence  offered  and  the  statement  of  claim.  Hohbs 
V.  Junge,  202  111.  App.  191. 

Sec.  880a.    No  material  variance  between  allegations  and 
proof. 

There  is  no  material  variance  between  the  petition,  in  an  ac- 
tion by  a  broker  for  commissions,  which  alleges  his  employment 
to  procure  a  purchaser  for  a  specified  commission,  the  procurement 
of  a  purchaser,  and  the  subsequent  sale  of  the  land  to  him,  and 
the  evidence,  which  shows  that  the  owner  and  the  purchaser  pro- 
cured by  the  broker  entered  into  an  enforceable  contract  for  the 
sale  and  purchase  of  the  land,  and  that  the  owner  failed  to  per- 
form, though  the  purchaser  was  ready  and  willing;  the  word 
''sale*'  not  being  limited  to  a  transaction  where  the  legal  title  ia 
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oonveyed  to  the  purchaser.  Sanderson  v.  Wellsford  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.  '09),  116  S.  W.  382;  Farrington  v.  McClelland,  146  P. 
1051,  26  Cal.  App.  375;  Moore  v.  King,  178  S.  W.  124,  —  Mo. 
— ;  Johnson  v.  Stewart  &  Hay  Bldg.  Co.,  153  S.  W.  511,  171  Mo. 
App.  643;  Ely  v.  WUde,  122  P.  1122,  62  Or.  Ill;  Heiser  v.  Bey- 
nolds,  106  A.  888,  —  Pa.  Sup.  — . 

Where  a  plaintiff  stated  a  cause  of  action  as  a  real  estate  bro- 
ker, and  the  evidence  showed  plaintiff  to  have  acted  merely  as 
middleman,  the  variance  was  not  fatal,  though  the  trial  judge 
failed  to  order  the  complaint  to  be  amended  to  conform  to  the 
proof.    Clofton  v.  Meeves,  133  P.  907,  24  Idaho,  293. 


Sec.  881.   No  Tarianoe  where  plaintiff  was  to  be  paid  $60  for 
services  and  proof  of  2  per  cent,  on  $3,000. 

There  is  no  variance  between  the  pleadings  and  proof,  where 
the  petition  avers  that  plaintiff  was  to  receive  $60  for  his 
services,  if  he  assisted  in  selling  certain  realty,  and  the  proof 
of  plaintiff  shows  that  he  was  to  receive  two  per  cent,  on  the 
amount  for  which  the  property  should  be  sold  or  exchanged, 
and  that  it  was  sold  for  $3,000.  Bembolz  v.  Bermett,  86  Mo. 
App.  174. 

Sec.  882.    Claim  for  given  snm  and  proof  of  smaller  no  va- 
riance where  defendant  was  not  misled. 

"Where  plaintiff  claims  he  is  entitled  to  a  given  sum  under  a 
contract,  he  is  entitled  to  recover,  though  the  proof  shows  that 
he  was  entitled  to  a  smaller  sum,  unless  the  variance  has  mis- 
led defendant.    Nichols  v.  Whitaore,  112  Mo.  App.  692,  87  S. 

yr.  594. 

See.  882a.    No  variance  between  allegations  and  proof  of 
oommiflsion  to  be  paid  to  broker. 

There  was  no  variance  between  an  allegation  that  it  was  under- 
stood that  plaintiff  should  receive  the  usual  and  customary  com- 
mission paid  real  estate  agents^  and  proof  of  a  parol  agreement, 
without  any  stipulations  as  to  the  amount  of  the  compensation, 
as  it  will  be  implied  by  law  that  plaintiff  was  to  receive  the  cus- 
tomary or  reasonable  commission.  Lawenstein  v.  Holmes,  135 
P.  727,  40  OkL  88. 
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800. 882b.   VariaiiM  as  to  amoimt  one  party  to  proposed  tncto 
was  to  pay  to  the  other. 

There  is  a  varianoe  where  proof  and  allegatioiiB  in  petition  in 
broker's  action  for  commission  differ  as  to  the  amonnt  one  party 
to  proposed  trade  was  to  pay  to  the  other.  Brittan  y.  Eagath  196 
S.  W.  972,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

8eo.  888.    On  allegation  of  speoial  oontraot»  oaa  not  reoover 
on  implied  agency. 

Under  an  allegation  of  a  special  contract  of  employment  to 
sell  property,  recovery  can  not  be  had  upon  an  agency  implied 
from  an  acceptance  of  the  agenf s  services.  Bassfard  v.  West,  124 
Mo.  App.  248,  101  S.  W.  610;  Smith  v.  EobifMon,  214  S.  W.  771, 
—  Ky.  Ct.  App.  — . 

Sea  888a.    Where  express  oontraet  aOegedt  ean  not  reoover 
on  implied  one. 

Even  if  the  notes  were  sufficient  to  show  an  implied  contract 
for  commissions  on  a  sale  of  defendant's  farm,  there  oonld  be  no 
recovery  where  only  an  express  contract  was  dedaied  on.  BmUk 
V.  BolinsM,  214  S.  W.  771,^-  Ey.  Ot.  App.  — v 

Sec.  884.    Contract  made  in  April,  not  sustained  by  proof  ef 
similar  made  in  Angost. 

Where  the  x>®tition  in  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commis- 
sions sets  forth  a  cause  of  action  based  on  a  contract  of  em- 
ployment entered  into  in  April,  there  can  be  no  recovery  on 
proof  showing  a  contract  made  in  August  following,  contain- 
ing similar  terms,  and  the  court  should  either  direct  a  verdict 
for  defendant,  or  permit  an  amendment  making  the  pleading 
conform  to  the  proof.  Hurst  v.  Williams,  31  Ky.  L.  E.  658, 
102  S.  W.  1176. 

Sec.  884a.    Variance  between  allegations  and  proof. 

Where,  in  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions  for  having 
procured  a  purchaser  for  defendant's  land,  the  plaintiff  alleged 
that  he  procured  a  certain  person  as  purchaser,  and  the  evi* 
dence  showed  that  such  person  was  acting  as  agent  for  an 
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nndiBdoeed  principal,  there  was  a  variaooa    MaU  w.  Mmar 
(Cal.  App.  '09),  106  P.  UL 

■ea  8Mb.    Variance  between  allegation  and  proof. 

Where,  in  a  suit  for  broker's  commissions  upon  an  ezpreaa 
contract,  plaintiff  claimed  that  he  was  to  receive  all  of  the 
selling  price  above  $30  per  acre,  and  defendants  denied  any 
contract  for  commissions,  asserting  that  they  employed  plain- 
tiff as  an  attorney  only,  they  could  not  on  the  trial  prove  an 
express  contract  different  from  the  one  sued  on;  to-wit:  that 
they  were  to  receive  a  net  profit  of  50  per  cent,  on  the  trans- 
action.   Dempster  v.  Cochran,  174  Fed.  587. 

See.  884e.    Variance  between  allegationa  and  proof  aa  to  ez- 
eesa  to  broker  for  eommisaion. 

Proof  of  the  defendant  owner's  contract  to  convey  to  plaintiff 
for  a  certain  amount  in  cash,  leaving  him  to  retain  any  greater 
sum  which  he  might  receive  from  another  purchaser;  held,  at 
variance  with  an  allegation  that  defendant  employed  plaintiff  to 
procure  a  purchaser,  and  agreed  that  if  plaintiff  should  sell  the 
property  for  more  than  a  certain  sum  he  could  have  the  excess 
as  compensation  for  his  services  and  expenses.  Smith  v.  Tatum, 
79  S,  E.  776, 140  Ga.  719. 

flee.  886.    Evidence  at  substantial  variance  with  allegations 
inadmissible. 

The  complaint  must  allege  either  performance  or  a  valid 
excuse  for  non-performance,  and  the  proof  must  conform  to 
the  allegations  of  the  petition.  Daly  v.  Rtiss,  86  Cal.  114,  24 
P.  867 ;  Norman  v.  Beuiker,  54  N.  Y.  S.  152,  25  Misc.  161 ;  Tar- 
borough  v.  Creager  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '03),  77  S.  W.  645;  Martin 
V.  Fagan,  88  N.  T.  S.  472,  95  App.  Div.  154;  Hoefling  v.  Horn- 
hleton,  84  Tex.  517,  19  S.  W.  689. 

Sec.  886.    Allegation  that  land  was  conveyed  to  two  and  proof 
of  to  but  one^  not  a  material  variance. 

In  an  action  for  a  broker's  commissions  on  a  sale  of  land, 
where  the  complaint  alleges  that  the  land  was  conveyed  to  two 
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persons^  and  the  finding  is  that  it  was  conveyed  to  one  of  fhese^ 
the  variance  ia  not  a  material  one.  Clifford  v.  Meyer,  6  Ind. 
App.  633,  34  N.  E.  23. 

Sea  886a.     EvidBnce  which  did  not  establiah  a  variance 

Where  the  basis  of  an  action  was  a  promise  to  pay  commissions 
for  the  sale  of  land,  it  was  immaterial  whether  the  land  belonged 
to  defendant  or  his  wife,  or  whether  it  was  a  separate  contract 
or  an  undivided  interest  in  the  contract;  and  hence,  evidence 
showing  such  facts  did  not  establish  a  variance.  Fritti  v.  Pendle- 
ion,  134  S.  W.  1186,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

Sec.  886b.    No  variance  where  joint  contract  to  pay  commis* 
sion  alleged  and  several  contracts  proved. 

In  a  real  estate  agent's  action  for  a  commission,  alleging  a 
contract  whereby  defendants  jointly  contracted  to  pay  a  commis^ 
sion  for  a  sale  of  land,  wherein  the  court  found,  on  sufficient  evi- 
dence, that  defendants  had  listed  the  land  and  agreed  to  pay  a 
commission  as  alleged;  there  was  no  variance  on  the  ground  that 
the  evidence  showed  a  several  obligation  by  each  defendant  to 
pay  a  commission  on  his  part  of  the  land.  KeUhley  v.  Ward,  217 
S.  W.  428,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

Sec.  887.    Variance  in  date  not  material,  where  contract  was 
made  before  the  sale  and  within  the  time. 

In  an  action  to  recover  commissions  under  a  contract  for  the 
sale  of  land,  proof  that  the  contract  was  made  on  the  exact  date 
alleged  is  not  required,  since,  while  it  is  necessary  to  allege  the 
date  with  convenient  certainty,  it  is  sufficient  if  shown  to  have 
been  prior  to  the  consummation  of  the  sale  and  within  the  time 
prescribed  by  the  statute  of  limitations.  Dillard  v.  Olalla  Min. 
Co.,  52  Ore.  126,  96  P.  678 ;  Miller  v.  Bohanan,  165  N.  W.  317, 
—  Iowa  Sup.  — ;  Cochran  v.  Staman,  167  N.  W.  1015,  201  Mich. 
632.  Contra,  Fortran  v.  Stowers  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '08),  113  S.  W. 
631. 
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8eo.  887a.    Variance  in  the  terms  of  oontract  releamd  agent 
from  liability. 

A  real  estate  agent  who  received  a  part  payment  of  the  pur- 
chase money  on  a  sale,  conditioned  that  the  offer  be  accepted 
by  the  owner  on  the  terms  and  conditions  specified  or  the  money 
be  returned,  is  not  liable  in  an  action  by  the  purchaser  for 
the  money,  if  the  offer  was  accepted  by  the  owner,  and  if,  at 
the  time  of  acceptance,  the  owner  and  purchaser,  by  mutual 
agreement,  vary  the  terms  and  conditions  upon  which  the 
agent  sold.  Fmler  v.  Quail,  36  Kan.  507,  13  P.  784.  See  also 
Sec.  293. 

8eo.  887b.    Action  on  contract  for  commission  and  proof  of 
breach  not  a  Variance,  but  failure  of  proof. 

Under  Bev.  Laws  1910,  Sec.  4786,  where  the  cause  alleged  is 
on  a  broker's  contract  for  commission,  and  the  proof  shows  it  to 
be  a  cause  for  the  defendant  owner's  breach  of  his  contract  to 
sell  to  the  purchaser  procured,  there  is  not  a  variance  but  a  fail- 
ure of  proof.  Bohinson  v.  Okl.  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  165  P.  202,  —  OkL 
Sup,  — . 

Sec.  887c.   Fatal  variance  between  allegation  and  proof. 

In  a  broker's  action  for  compensation,  there  is  a  fatal  variance 
between  allegation  that  plaintiff  sold  land  for  defendant  for  a 
specified  commission,  and  proof  that  land  was  owned  by  another, 
that  plaintiff  acted  for  the  owners'  agent,  and  that,  upon  the 
agenfs  insolvency,  the  defendant  had  charge  of  his  affairs  and  re- 
ceived the  consideration  for  the  land.  Collins  v.  Hutchings,  194 
S.  W.  733,  —  Mo.  App.  — . 

Sea  887d.    Failure  to  prove  that  broker  was  procnring  cause 
of  lease  not  a  fatal  variance. 

Where  complaint  alleged  that  defendants  agreed  with  plaintiff, 
in  consideration  of  his  performing  services,  to  give  him  exclusive 
right  to  secure  an  option  for  a  lease  on  defendants'  mining  prop- 
erty, and  that  if  lease  should  be  taken,  he  should  receive  what- 
ever he  obtained  above  a  royalty  of  thirty  cents  per  ton,  and  that 
if  defendants  should  themselves  option  the  property  it  should  not 
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affect  plaintiff's  right  to  compensation,  the  failtue  to  prove  that 
plaintiff  was  the  procuring  cause  of  the  lease  was  not  a  &tel 
variance.    McBae  v.  Feigh,  173  N.  W.  666,  —  Minn*  Snp.  — » 

8eo.  887e.    Fatal  variance  between  oontraot  alkged  and  fliak 
proved. 

There  was  a  fatal  variance  between  pleading  and  proof,  where 
broker,  in  an  action  to  recover  commission  for  fnmishing  a  pur- 
chaser, alleged  that  plaintiff  effected  a  sale  for  the  amount  asked, 
of  which  $2,000  was  to  be  paid  on  a  certain  date,  possession  of 
part  to  be  given  in  the  fall,  and  full  possession  to  be  given  the 
next  spring,  and  the  contract  that  the  owner  proved  provided 
that  the  owner  was  to  receive  a  $3,000  first  payment,  and  the 
crop  for  the  year  was  to  be  reserved.  Cooh  v.  Salisbury,  226  S. 
W.  112,  —  Mo.  App.  — . 

Sec.  887f  .    Proof  of  agreement  to  split  commiflsion  does  not 
support  allegation  of  per  centage  on  purchase  price. 

A  complaint  alleging  that  defendant,  the  second  broker  with 
whom  plaintiff  listed  lands,  agreed,  in  event  of  sale,  to  pay  plain- 
tiff one-half  of  a  percentage  of  the  purchase  price,  is  not  sup- 
ported by  proof  that  defendant  agreed  to  split  commission.  Por- 
ter V.  Cox,  226  S.  W.  84,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

Sec.  887g.    No  variance  where  proof  inolnded  the  terms  set 
up  in  the  complaint. 

Where  complaint  alleged  the  plaintiff  was  employed  as  a  real 
estate  broker  to  procure  a  purchaser  for  land  for  $55,000,  and  that 
defendants  agreed  to  pay  plaintiff  a  commission  of  2%  of  stated 
selling  price,  a  finding  setting  up  a  like  employment,  ''if  he  se- 
cured a  purchaser  on  terms  satisfactory  to  the  defendants,^  in- 
cluded the  terms  set  up  in  the  complaint,  and  there  was  no  vari- 
ance.   Oardner  v.  Buschler,  111  A.  689^  —  Conn.  Sup.  — . 


CHAPTER  XV. 

QtJESTIOire  TO  BE  DETEBMINED  BT  THE  SVBY. 

8m.  888.    In  an  aetion  for  commiaflioxiB,  whether  partlee  en- 
tered into  a  contract,  a  question  for  the  jniy. 

In  an  action  to  recover  commissions  for  purchasing  prop- 
erty for  defendant,  whether  a  contract  such  as  stated  in  the 
oomplaint  was  entered  into,  was  a  question  for  the  jury,  and 
it  was  error  to  direct  a  verdict  for  plaintiff.  Anderson  v. 
Johnson  (N.  D.  Sup.  W),  112  N.  W.  139;  Horwitz  v.  Pepper, 
128  Mich.  688,  87  N.  W.  1034;  ShuUz  v.  Eberle,  124  Wis.  594, 
102  K  W.  1055;  BdUenUne  v.  Mercer,  130  Mo.  App.  605,  109 
S.  W.  1087;  Mead  v.  Arnold,  181  Mo.  App.  314^  110  S.  W.  666; 
^Queen  v«  Jennings,  108  A*  379^  i^  U^  J.  Si^  «>-w 
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to  take  from  the  jury. 
It  is  the  peculiar  province  of  the  jury  to  pass  upon  questions 
of  fact,  and  the  issues  of  fact,  as  well  as  of  law  submitted  to 
the  court  for  determination.  A  jury  not  having  been  waived, 
it  was  error  for  the  court  to  undertake  to  decide  upon  the 
weight  of  the  evidence,  and  withdraw  from  the  consideration 
of  the  jury,  a  phase  of  the  controversy  upon  which  plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  have  them  pass.  Morey  v.  Harvey,  18  Colo.  40, 
31  P.  719 ;  Blackwell  v.  Oreenbaum,  50  Hi!  App.  143 ;  Ryan  v. 
Page,  123  Iowa,  246,  98  N.  W.  768 ;  Tracey  Ld.  Co.  v.  Polk  Ld. 
df  Ln.  Co.,  131  Iowa,  40,  107  N.  W.  1029;  West  v.  Pretvitt,  19 
Ky.  L.  R.  1480,  43  S.  W.  467;  Wright  v.  Toung,  176  Mass. 
100,  57  N.  B.  212;  Bogers  v.  Evan.  Bap.  Ben.,  etc.,  8o.,  168 
Mass.  592,  47  N.  B.  434;  West  v.  Demme,  128  Mich.  11,  87  N. 
W.  95;  Marx  v.  Otto,  117  Mich.  510,  76  N.  W.  7;  Crevier  v. 
Stephen,  40  Minn.  288,  41  N.  W.  1039 ;  Finch  v.  Guardian  Tr. 
Co.,  92  Mo.  App.  263;  Langstreth  v.  Korl,  64  N.  J.  L.  112, 
44  A.  934;  Grade  v.  Stevens,  171  N.  T.  658,  63  N.  B.  1117; 
Oandict  v.  Cowdrey,  123  N.  Y.  463,  25  N.  B.  946;  Beddin  v. 
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Dam,  64  N.  T.  S.  611,  51  App.  Div.  636;  Thomal  v.  Pitti, 
36  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.  379;  Meeslahn  v.  Englehard,  20  N. 
Y.  S.  900,  1  Misc.  412;  Meyer  v.  Strauss,  58  N.  Y.  S.  904,  42 
App.  Div.  613;  Ringold  v.  Rhode,  132  Pa.  St.  189,  18  A.  1118; 
Clendenin  v.  Pancoast,  75  Pa.  St.  213 ;  McCaffery  v.  Paflre,  20 
Pa.  Super.  Ct.  400;  Boeder  v.  Butler,  19  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  604; 
Blair  v.  Slosson,  27  Tex.  Civ.  App.  403,  66  S.  W.  112 ;  Center 
V.  Conglomerate  Min.  Co.,  23  Utah,  165,  64  P.  362;  Dunsmier 
T.  Lowenburg,  31  Canada  Supreme  Ct.  334;  Lamson  v.  Main, 
43  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct  24. 

8ec.  890.    Question  of  ability,  readiness  and  willingness  of 
customo:  to  perform  the  contract  is  for  the  jury. 

Whether  the  broker's  customer  was  able,  ready  and  willing 
to  enter  into  the  transaction  is  for  the  jury  to  determine.    Mc- 
Dermott  v.  Mahoney,  119  Iowa,  470,  93  N.  W.  499 ;  HamiU  v. 
Basenhover,  110  Iowa,  369,  81  N.  W.  600;  Finch  v.  Ou<irduin 
Tr.  Co.,  92  Mo.  App.  263 ;  MidMeton  v.  Thompson,  163  Pa.  St 
112,  29  A.  796;  Smye  v.  Qroesbeck  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '02),  73 
S.  W.  972.    And  whether  the  failure  to  mention  the  name  of 
the  purchaser  to  the  principal  was  a  fraudulent  concealment 
Newhall  v.  Pierce,  115  Mass.  457;  Oeery  v.  Pollock,  44  N.  Y. 
S.  673,  16  App.  Div.  321 ;  Ames  v.  McNally,  26  N.  Y.  S.  71,  6 
Misc.  93 ;  Page  v.  Voorhies,  16  N.  Y.  S.  101 ;  Vandevori  v.  Wheel- 
ing Steel,  etc.,  Co.,  194  Pa.  St.  118,  45  A.  86;  McCaffery  v. 
Page,  20  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  400 ;  Eeldmyer  v.  Cleaver,  104  A.  636,  — 
Del.  Super.  — ;  Thompson  v.  Ryan,  174  N.  W.  15,  opin.  mod.  on 
re.,  176  N.  W.  175,  —  Iowa  Sup.  — ;  Rameszano  v.  Avensino,  189 
P.  681,  —  Hev.  Sup.  — . 

Sec.  891.    Whether  defendant  prevented  sale,  ezdiange,  lease 
or  loan. 

Whether  the  defendant  prevented  a  sale,  an  exchange,  a  lease 
or  a  loan  is  for  the  jury  to  determine.  McDermott  v.  Mahoney, 
119  Iowa,  470,  93  N.  W.  499;  Wright  v.  Young,  176  Mass.  100, 
67  N.  E.  212;  Oreen  v.  Wright,  36  Mo.  App.  298;  Hancock  t. 
JStacey  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '09),  116  S.  W.  177;  LongwoHh  ?.  Stev- 
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ms,  146  S.  W.  267,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ;  White  v.  Ericlsan,  169 
N.  W.  636,  —  Minn.  Sup.  — ;  Stewart  v.  ChittacTc,  222  S.  W.  863, 

—  Mo.  App.  — ;  Baskett  v.  Jones,  226  S.  W.  168,  —  Ky.  Ct.  App. 
— ;  Bolt  V.  Calavay,  226  S.  W.  179,  —  Ark  Snp.  — . 

Sao.  891a.  Whether  under  fhe  contract  the  broker's  commis- 
sions  were  not  to  become  due  until  a  lease  had  been 
signed  by  the  parties  was  a  question  for  the  jury. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions,  evidence  exam- 
ined and  held  that,  whether  there  was  a  contract  between  the 
parties  by  which  plaintiff's  commission  was  not  to  become  due 
until  there  had  been  a  lease  signed  by  the  parties  was  a  ques- 
tion for  the  jury.  Benedict  v.  Pincus,  95  N.  Y.  S.  1042,  109 
App.  Div.  20.  Also,  as  to  whether  commissions  were  to  be  paid 
before  title  passed.  Dekremen  v.  Clothiery  96  N.  Y.  S.  525,  109 
App.  Div.  481. 

Sec.  892.  Whether  the  services  were  rendered  with  expecta- 
tion of  reward. 
Whether  the  services  performed  by  plaintiff  in  finding  a  pur- 
chaser were  rendered  with  the  mutual  understanding  that  they 
were  to  be  paid  for,  should  have  been  submitted  by  the  jury. 
Armstrong  v.  Ft.  Edward,  159  N.  Y.  315,  53  N.  E.  1116 ;  Darling 
v.  Howe,  14  N.  Y.  S.  561,  60  Hun,  678 ;  Bullock  v.  Menninger 
(Ky.  Ct.  App.  *10),  125  S.  W.  266;  Piper  v.  Atten,  219  S.  W.  98, 

—  Mo.  App.  — . 

8eo.  893.  Whether  employed  as  a  broker  and  authorized  to 
do  the  acts  claimed. 

It  is  for  the  jury  to  determine  whether  plaintiff  was  em- 
ployed as  a  broker  and  authorized  to  perform  the  acts  for 
which  he  claims  compensation;  in  case  of  a  conflict  of  testi- 
mony it  is  error  for  the  court  to  direct  a  verdict.  Stephens 
V.  Bailey,  149  Ala.  256;  42  S.  740;  Ryan  v.  Page,  123  Iowa, 
246,  98  N.  W.  768 ;  Monk  v.  Parker,  180  Mass.  246,  63  N.  E. 
793;  Codd  V.  Seitz,  94  Mich.  191,  53  N.  W.  1057;  Merriam  y. 
Johnson,  86  Minn.  61,  90  N.  W.  116 ;  Cody  v.  Dempsey,  83  N. 
T.  S.  899,  86  App.  Div.  335 ;  Reddin  v.  Dam,  64  N.  Y.  S.  611, 
51  App.  Div.  636 ;  Moore  v.  Boehm,  26  N.  Y.  S.  67,  6  Misc.  38 ; 
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Tieck  V.  McEenna,  101  N.  T.  8.  317,  116  App.  Div.  701;  BUck 
Y.  Snooh,  204  Pa.  St.  119,  53  A.  648;  Dixon  t.  D€Mb,  17  Fa. 
Super.  Ct.  168;  Center  y.  Conglomerate  Min.  Co.,  23  Utah,  165, 
64  P.  362;  Myers  v.  Eilgin,  160  S.  W.  569,  177  Mo.  App.  524; 
Tupy  V.  Cech,  199  111.  App.  496;  Levine  ▼.  Gray,  176  N.  Y. 
Sup.  77. 

8ea  8M.    The  question  of  the  authority  of  prinoipal's  agoit 
to  employ  a  broker. 

The  anthority  of  the  principal's  agent,  in  this  case  his  father, 
to  employ  a  broker  is  a  question  of  fact  that  should  have  been 
submitted  to  the  jury.  Phillips  v.  Hasen,  122  Iowa,  475,  98  N. 
W.  305;  Codd  v.  Seiiz,  94  Mich.  191,  53  N.  W.  1057;  Oroscup 
y.  Downey,  105  Md.  273,  65  A.  930;  Lanhart  y.  Bean,  161  N.  W. 
464,  —  Iowa  Sup.  — . 

See.  896.    Question  of  ratiflcatioii. 

Questions  involying  ratification  should  be  submitted  to  the  jury. 
Center  v.  Conglomerate  Min.  Co.,  23  Utah,  165,  64  P.  362 ;  Jfo 
Mullin  y.  Reighard,  92  A.  747,  246  Pa.  589 ;  Maddox  y.  Harding, 
135  N.  W.  1019,  91  Neb.  292;  West  y.  Kriby  Lumber  Co.,  193 
S.  W.  172,  —  Tex.  Ciy.  App.  — . 

8ec.  896.    Whether  the  broker  waa  the  procuring  canie  of  the 
transaction. 

Whether  the  broker  was  in  fact  the  procuring  cause  of  the 
transaction  entered  into  by  the  principal  with  the  customer 
is  properly  left  to  the  jury  to  determine.  Smith  y.  Anderson, 
2.  Ida.  (Harb.),  537,  21  P.  412;  Colvin  &  Binard  v.  Lyons,  96 
P.  672,  15  Idaho,  180 ;  Bounds  v.  Alle,  116  Iowa,  345,  89  N.  W. 
1098 ;  Beid  v.  McNerny,  128  Iowa,  350,  103  N.  W.  1001 ;  Both- 
enberger  v.  Schoningerg,  30  Ky.  L.  E.  1018,  99  S.  W.  1150; 
Hosmer  v.  Fuller,  168  Mass.  274,  47  N.  B.  94 ;  Kinder  v.  Pope, 
106  Mo.  App.  506,  80  S.  W.  315;  Armstrong  v.  Ft.  Edward, 
159  N.  Y.  315,  53  N.  B.  1116;  Smith  v.  McOovem,  65  N.  Y.  574; 
Palmer  v.  Durand,  70  N.  Y.  S.  1105,  62  App.  Div.  467 ;  Beddin 
V.  Dam,  64  N.  Y.  S.  611,  51  App.  Div.  636 ;  Condict  v.  Cowdrey, 
19  N.  Y.  S.  699,  61  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.  315;  Smith  v.  Smith,  1 
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Sweeney  (N.  T.),  662;  Bkhert  ▼.  Hoffman,  19  N.  T.  S.  472; 
Bonwell  v.  Howes,  1  N.  Y.  S.  435;  Shipman  v.  Freeh,  1  N.  Y. 
S.  67 ;  Burchfield  v.  Oriffiih,  10  Pa.  Super  Ct.  618 ;  Van  Tobel 
y.  Stetson,  etc..  Mill  Co.,  32  Wash.  683,  73  P.  788;  WUley  v. 
Buiherford,  108  Wis. '35,  84  N.  W.  14;  JBiiriim  y.  Briquilet,  125 
Wis.  341,  104  K  W.  83;  6o2<2mi<A  y.  Coxe,  80  S.  C.  341,  61 
S.  E.  555 ;  Murray  v.  Curry,  7  C.  ft  P.  (Eng.)  584,  32  Exch.  771 ; 
Jemoney  y.  Tallman,  40  N.  Y.  Snper.  Ct.  486;  McLaughlin  r. 
Campbell  (N.  J.  Err.  ft  App.  '09),  74  A.  530;  Shead  y.  Louisiana 
Lumber  Co.,  182  Dl.  App.  310 ;  KurtM  y.  Payne  Inv.  Co.,  135  N. 
W.  1075,  156  Iowa,  376,  pet.  for  re.  oyer,  but  opin.  mod.,  137 
N.  W.  460;  Seevers  y.  Cleveland  Coal  Co.,  138  N.  W.  793,  158 
Iowa,  574,  Ann.  Cas.  1915  D,  188 ;  Duke  v.  Oraham,  143  N.  W. 
817,  163  Iowa,  272 ;  Blakeslee  y.  Peabody,  147  N.  W.  570,  180 
Mich.  408;  Coffman  y.  Dyas  Bealty  Co.,  159  S.  W.  842,  176  Mo. 
App.  692;  Mason  y.  James  M.  Carpenter  Bealty  Co.,  179  S.  W. 
945,  —  Mo.  App.  — ;  Toung  y.  MiOan,  183  S.  W.  355,  —  Mo. 
App.  — ;  Peters  y.  Holmes,  45  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  278 ;  Byrne  y.  Gttw- 
berg,  164  N.  Y.  Sup.  674;  Fawley  y.  Sheldon,  163  N.  W.  585,  — 
Iowa  Sup  — ;  Ford  v.  Cole,  195  S.  W.  661,  —  Tex.  Ciy.  App.  — ; 
Seampson  y.  Vanderwilt,  173  P.  297,  106  Kan.  199 ;  M.  N.  Clarh 
A  Co.  y.  Monson,  166  N.  W.  576,  —  Iowa  Sup.  — ;  Bowland  y. 
Progressive  Inv.  Co.,  202  S.  W.  257,  —  Mo.  App.  —;  E.  S.  Truitt 
d  Co.  y.  Gardner,  203  S.  W.  638,  —  Mo.  App.  — ;  Boardman  y. 
CouHeen,  167  N.  W.  814,  167  Wis.  625;  Soper  y.  Deal,  175  P. 
390,  —  Kan.  Sup.  — ;  Balto.  Car  Wheel  Co.  y.  Clinh,  104  A.  359, 

—  Md.  Sup.  — ;  Smith  y.  Chapin  Home  for  Aged  £  In.,  171  N. 
Y.  Sup.  745 ;  Buck  y.  Woodson,  209  S.  W.  244,  —  Tex.  Ciy.  App. 
— ;  Kislak  y.  Boberts,  177  N.  Y.  Sup.  194;  Berraff  y.  Ber^monn^ 
174  N.  W.  901,  —  Wis.  Sup.  — ;  Murphy  y.  Linsky,  109  A.  412, 

—  Conn.  Sup.  — ;  Schmind  y.  Lacey,  178  N.  W.  267,  —  Neb. 
Sup.  — ;  Barney  y.  Beakley,  224  S.  W.  531,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ; 
Baskett  y.  Jones,  225  S.  W.  158,  —  Ky.  Ct.  App.  — .  See  Sec. 
446. 

8eo.  897.   Whether  the  oontraet  given  to  the  broker  was  ez- 
dusiye. 

In  an  action  to  recover  commissions  for  a  sale  of  real  es* 
tate,  plaintiff  alleged  a  contract  whereby  defendant  agreed  to 
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pay  liim  a  certain  sum  if  he  would  find  a  purchaser  for  his 
property,  and  that  he  did  so;  defendant  alleged  that  plaintiff 
had  not  the  exclusive  right  to  dispose  of  the  property  nnder 
the  agreement,  and  that  defendant  had  sold  it  himself.  Held, 
to  present  a  question  of  fact  for  the  juiy. '  Black  y.  Snook,  204 
Pa.  St.  119,  53  A.  648;  Bothenburger  v.  Schoningerg,  30  Ky.  L. 
B.  1018,  99  S.  W.  1160;  Cesana  v.  Johnson,  122  N.  E.  444,  — 
Mass.  Sup.  — ;  Harris  v.  Millikan,  208  S.  W.  633,  —  Mo.  App.— . 
Where  the  authority  is  conferred  on  the  agent  by  a  written  in- 
strument its  construction  i&  for  the  court  Orosscup  v.  Downey, 
105  Md.  273,  65  A.  930 

Sec.  898.    Proper  to  take  from  jury  when  broker  sold  for  less 
than  instructions  authorized. 

A  broker  hired  to  sell  property  at  a  certain  price,  can  not 
recover  commissions  for  effecting  a  sale  at  a  lower  price,  and 
the  appellate  court  held  that  the  case  was  properly  taken  from 
the  jury.  Williams  v.  McOraw,  52  Mich.  480,  18  N.  W.  227. 
See  also  Sec.  408. 

Sec.  899.    Whether  agent  procuring  mortgage  with  wrong 
description  was  guilty  of  negligence. 

In  an  action  by  a  principal  against  her  agent  for  negligence 
in  procuring  a  mortgage  to  be  executed  in  her  favor  in  which 
the  land  was  wrongly  described.  Held,  that  it  should  be  left 
to  the  jury  to  say  whether  the  plaintiff  was  guilty  of  contribu- 
tory negligence  in  not  discovering  the  mistake,  which  was  pat- 
ent upon  the  face  of  the  mortgage.  Munford  v.  MiUer,  7  HL 
App.  62.    See  also  Sec.  913. 

Sec.  900.    Where  the  rate  of  compensation  is  not  fixed  a  ques- 
tion for  the  jury. 

Where  an  agent  has  been  employed  to  sell  land  at  no  fixed 
rate  of  compensation,  the  jury  are  to  fix  the  value  of  his  ser- 
vices in  the  premises  from  the  work  done;  and  in  fixing  the 
amount,  the  rate  usually  paid  professional  land  brokers  for 
such  services  may  be  taken  into  consideration.     Buckman  v. 
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Berghoh,  38  N.  J.  L.  531;  Burdan  y.  BriquHet,  136  Wid.  341^ 
104  K  W.  83.     See  also  Sec.  513. 

See.  901.    Where  the  daim  of  plaintiif  to  oommiBsioiui  is  con- 
tested, has  a  right  to  go  to  the  Jury. 

In  an  action  to  recover  $100  agreed  to  be  paid  for  procur- 
ing a  purchaser  of  certain  property^  plaintiff  testified  that  de- 
fendant, to  whom  the  owner  of  the  property  owed  money, 
wished  the  property  sold  so  as  to  get  his  money,  and  agreed 
to  pay  plaintiff  $100  if  he  found  a  purchaser,  no  price  being 
named;  that  plaintiff  brought  one  L.  to  look  at  the  property, 
but  he  refused  to  buy,  when  defendant  asked  $5,000  for  it; 
other  parties  afterward  procured  L.  to  purchase  at  $2,700; 
plaintiff  claimed  that  the  sale  was  indirectly  due  to  his  efforts, 
and  that  the  defendant  had  sold  through  other  persons  to  keep 
from  paying  plaintiff;  defendant  testified  that  he  had  nothing 
to  do  with  the  sale  after  L.  had  refused  to  purchase  at  $5,000, 
and  that  he  agreed  to  pay  plaintiff  if  he  procured  a  purchaser 
at  that  price;  the  persons  who  finally  made  the  sale  testified 
that  the  plaintiff  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  sale.  Held,  that 
plaintiff  had  a  right  to  go  to  the  jury  on  the  evidence.  Kelso 
V.  Woodruff,  88  Mich.  290,  50  N.  W.  249 ;  Monsseau  v.  Dorsett, 
80  Ga.  566,  5  S.  E.  780 ;  Ferguson  v.  Olaspie,  38  Minn.  418,  38 
N.  W.  352 ;  CooUcan  v.  Mil.  <&  8L  St.  M.  Ins.  Co.,  79  Wis.  471, 
48  N.  W.  717;  Dickinson  v.  Hahn  (S.  D.  Sup.  '09),  119  N.  W. 
1034 ;  MutchnicJc  v.  Friedman,  120  N*.  T.  S.  875 ;  Oxbson  v.  Jf c- 
Lane,  148  P.  288,  17  Ariz.  61;  Ruppert  v.  Muelling,  155  N.  W. 
1039,  132  Minn.  33;  Rosenweig  v.  Rabuitschek,  150  N.  Y.  Sup. 
353,  166  App.  Div.  448;  Nevins  v.  Hughes,  84  S.  B.  769,  168  IS. 
C.  477;  Stanley  v.  Whitlow,  168  S.  W.  840,  181  Mo.  App.  461; 
Hanan  v.  McLeod,  141  N.  W.  1130,  93  Neb.  783;  Handley  v. 
Shaffer,  59  S.  286,  177  Ala.  636 ;  Worthan  v.  Stewart,  172  S.  W. 
855,  116  Ark.  294;  Paulson  v.  Rourhe*  1^5  P.  711,  26  Colo.  App. 
488;  McCombs  v.  Moss,  181  S.  W.  907,  121  Ark.  533;  Hamilton 
V.  Hathaway,  133  S.  W.  629,  152  Mo.  App.  483 ;  Duncan  v.  Tur- 
ner, 151  S.  W.  816,  171  Mo.  App.  661;  Parks  v.  Sullivan,  152 
S.  W.  704,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ;  Cohen  v.  Ames,  91  N.  B.  212, 
205  Mass.  186;  Nooning  v.  Miller,  165  S.  W.  1119,  178  Mo.  App. 
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297;  Wood  v.  Foster,  181  111.  App.  409;  Boney  v.  Healy,  136  If. 
W.  969,  170  Mich.  46;  Nelson,  Lee  &  Oreen  v.  Daly,  163  N.  T. 
Sup.  788;  Baker  v.  Bakewell,  208  S.  W.  844;  Thomas  v.  Wychof, 
174  N.  W.  26,  —  Iowa  Sup.  — ;  Porter  v.  Cox,  226  S.  W.  84^  — 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

Seo.  902.  Where  agent  proeured  purchaser  and  two-ei^th 
interest  nnpnrchasable,  whether  entitled  to  full  oommif- 
sions. 

A  real  estate  broker  had  found  a  purchaser  at  the  price 
stipulated  for  land  purported  to  be  owned  by  his  principal, 
and  was  then  referred  by  him  to  other  tenants  in  common, 
with  whom  he  subsequently  made  terms  at  a  higher  price,  ex- 
cept two-eighths  interest  owned  by  them,  but  did  not  disclose 
this  to  his  first  principal.  Held,  there  was  no  duty  owing  by 
the  agent  as  to  the  outstanding  two-eighths,  and  it  was  not  in- 
cumbent upon  him  to  inform  his  principal,  and  in  a  suit  by 
the  broker  for  his  commissions  against  his  original  principal, 
he  was  entitled  to  go  to  the  jury  upon  the  question  of  fulfill- 
ment of  the  terms  of  the  original  contract.  Black  y.  Barr,  14 
Pa.  Super.  Ct  98,  651. 

8eo.  9Q2a.    On  breach  by  owner,  whether  broker  entitled  to 
full  commission  a  qneetion  for  the  jury. 

Where  defendant  by  a  breach  of  contract  prevented  the  payment 
of  the  purchase  price  of  real  estate,  question  whether  plaintiff,  as 
his  sales  agent,  was  entitled  to  full  commission,  under  the  con- 
tract, before  40  per  cent  of  purchase  price  was  paid;  held,  ques- 
tion for  the  jury.  Bealty  Bond  A  Finance  Co.  v.  Point  Bichmond 
Canal  &  Land  Co.,  152  P.  433, 171  Cal.  238. 

Sea  008.  Qaestion  of  aUowing  interest  on  daim  for  oomiiis- 
dons  is  for  the  jnry. 

The  matter  of  allowing  interest  on  a  daim  for  conunissions  for 
producing  a  purchaser  should  be  left  to  the  discretion  of  the  jniy. 
Schamberg  ▼.  Amier,  101  Ey.  292,  19  Ey.  L.  B.  648,  40  S.  W. 
911. 
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See  004.    Evidence  of  oontiiiiiixig  offer,  acoeptaace  and  per- 
formance by  plaintiff. 

In  an  action  for  services  in  selling  an  estate  for  the  defend- 
ant, it  appeared  that  the  defendant  told  the  plaintiff  that  he 
would  give  him  a  certain  sum  if  he  would  obtain  a  purchaser, 
that  the  plaintiff,  who  was  not  a  broker,  neither  did  nor  said 
anything  at  the  time  to  show  that  he  accepted  the  offer,  but 
within  a  few  days  told  J.  S.  that  the  defendant  wanted  to 
sell,  and  took  him  to  see  defendant,  but  did  not  find  the  de- 
fendant; and  that  afterwards  J.  S.  bought  the  estate,  but  the 
defendant  did  not  know  tiU  after  the  sale  that  the  plaintiff 
had  done  anything  to  aid  it.  Held,  that  there  was  evidence 
for  the  jury  of  a  continuing  offer,  of  an  acceptance  and  of  a 
performance  by  the  plaintiff  of  the  contract  thus  formed.  Born- 
stein  V.  Lane,  104  Mass.  214. 

Sec.  905.  Whether  the  attorney  in  fact  ezecated  and  delivered 
a  certain  paper  to  the  broker. 
In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  the  recovery  of  commissions 
earned  in  procuring  an  exchange  of  real  properly,  evidence 
held  to  require  submission  to  the  jury  of  the  question  whether 
the  attorney  in  fact  of  the  owner  executed  a  certain  paper 
and  delivered  it  to  the  broker  with  the  intention  of  authoriz- 
ing him  to  negotiate  the  transaction.  Cody  v.  Dempsey,  83  N. 
Y.  S.  899,  8C  App.  Div.  335. 

See.  906.    In  conflicting  testimony  as  to  a  contract,  the  mean- 
ing thereof  for  the  jury. 

In  an  action  to  recover  a  broker's  commissions  for  a  sale 
of  real  estate,  the  contract  provided  that  on  a  sale  the  broker 
should  be  entitled  to  a  commission  of  $150  '^if  title  is  taken,'' 
there  was  evidence  that  the  broker  procured  a  contract  for  the 
purchase  of  the  property  at  a  price  satisfactory  to  defend- 
ants ;  the  purchaser  did  not  take  title,  and  the  defendant  urged 
the  fact  as  a  defense;  the  broker  testified  that  at  the  time  of 
his  employment  the  defendant  had  not  then  acquired  title,  and 
that  the  clause  ''if  title  is  taken"  referred  to  the  conveyance 
to  the  defendant  by  the  prior  owners.    Held,  that  the  question 
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of  the  meaning  of  the  contract  was  for  the  jury.  ThiU  t. 
Schonzeit,  93  N.  Y.  S.  383,  104  App.  Div.  151 ;  Condici  v.  Cow- 
drey,  123  N.  Y.  463,  25  N.  E.  946;  Lechnyr  v.  Oermansky,  113 
N.  Y.  S.  969;  Weaver  v.  Richards,  156  Mich.  320;  Schlegal  t. 
Fuller,  149  P.  1118,  —  Okl.  Sup.  — ;  Norman  v.  Ellis,  143  P. 
1112,  74  Or.  168;  Dickinson  v.  Edhn,  119  N.  W.  1034,  23  S.  D. 
66 ;  Weaver  v.  Oaskins,  180  111.  App.  28 ;  Hill  v.  Dakin,  143  N. 
W.  821,  162  Iowa,  103 ;  Thompson  v.  Soule,  83  A.  1103,  109  Me. 
286 ;  Gordon  v.  First  Univer.  Society  of  Marlborough,  104  N.  E. 
448,  217  Mass.  30;  Heimberger  v.  Rudd,  138  N.  W.  374,  30  S. 
D.  289;  Inman  v.  firou^n,  147  S.  W.  652,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ; 
Paysant  v.  Oandt/t  154  P.  170,  89  Wash.  250.    See  sec.  1131. 

Sec.  906a.     Question  as  to  modiiloation  of  contract  for  the 
jury. 

In  an  action  to  recover  commissions  for  selling  real  estate, 
where  it  appears  that  the  commissions  were  to  be  paid  as  certain 
installments  of  the  purchase  money  were  received,  the  case  is  for 
the  jury,  where  the  evidence,  although  contradictory,  tends  to 
show  that  after  certain  installments  had  been  paid,  the  original 
contract  between  the  seller  and  the  purchaser  had  not  been  abro- 
gated, but  had  been  modified,  and  in  the  modified  form  had  been 
executed.    Papagian  v.  Scott,  37  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  560. 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  for  commission  on  a  sale, 
whether  it  could  be  inferred  that  a  conversation  between  plain- 
tiff and  defendant  not  only  had  reference  to  an  extension  of  the 
option  defendant  had  drawn  up  in  favor  of  his  lessee,  a  prospec- 
tive buyer  procured  by  plaintiff,  which  provided  for  the  payment 
of  a  commission  to  plaintiff,  but  also  revoked  the  agreement  that 
plaintiff,  if  he  put  through  a  sale,  would  be  entitled  to  a  broker- 
age of  5% ;  held,  a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury.  Kislak  v.  Bob- 
erts,  177  N.  Y.  Sup.  194. 

Sea  907.    Whether  broker  did  not  act  merely  as  sub-agenk 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  for  his  commissions  in 
securing  b  purchaser,  evidence  examined  and  held  to  require 
submission  to  the  jury  of  the  question  whether  the  broker  did 
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not  act  merely  as  sub-agent  of  other  brokers.    J,  B.  Waihin's 
Ld,  Co.  V.  Thetford  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '06),  96  S.  W.  72. 

Sec.  908.  Error  to  direct  verdict  for  defendant  because  hus- 
band did  not  join,  should  have  been  left  to  the  jury. 
In  an  action  bj  a  real  estate  broker  to  recover  compensa- 
tion for  furnishing  a  purchaser  for  defendant's  land,  where  a 
part  of  the  consideration  to  be  paid  was  an  exchange  of  home- 
stead property  owned  by  the  customer,  it  was  error  to  direct 
a  verdict  for  defendant,  on  the  ground  that  the  contract  could 
not  be  specifically  enforced,  for  the  reason  that  the  husband 
did  not  join  in  the  contract  with  the  wife,  who  owned  the  land, 
nor  in  the  offer  to  convey,  where  there  was  evidence  tending 
to  show  that  they  both  executed  the  contract  as  well  as  the 
deed  offered  in  performance,  and  that  they  were  ready  and  will- 
ing to  perform,  since  such  question  should  have  been  submit- 
ted to  the  jury.  Eamill  v.  Baumhover,  110  Iowa,  369,  81  N.  W. 
600. 

Sec.  909.    Which  of  rival  brokers  effected  a  loan. 

Plaintiff,  a  broker,  called  on  one  of  a  committee  of  two  ap- 
pointed by  a  corporation  to  secure  a  loan  for  it,  and  stated 
that  the  loan  could  be  obtained  from  a  certain  company,  and 
that  he  had  spoken  to  the  company,  and  would  expect  a  com- 
mission if  defendant  made  the  loan;  the  committee  said  that 
if  another  broker  did  not  succeed  by  the  next  day,  they  would 
be  glad  to  have  plaintiff  make  the  commission ;  on  the  next  day, 
the  committeeman  told  plaintiff  that  the  other  broker  was  un- 
able to  procure  the  loan,  and  plaintiff  again  stated  the  com- 
pany of  which  he  had  spoken;  the  committeeman  stated  that 
he  wished  information  as  to  the  matter  of  taxes,  and  plaintiff 
introduced  to  him  a  person  who  gave  the  desired  information; 
said  committeeman  was  in  constant  communication  with  his  col- 
league, and  testified  that  he  communicated  to  him  all  mat- 
ters of  interest'  in  regard  to  the  loan ;  the  loan  was  finally  ob- 
tained from  the  company  suggested  by  plaintiff.  Held,  that 
plaintiff's  right  to  a  commission  was  a  question  for  the  jury. 
Bogers  v.  Evan.  Bap.  Ben.  &  Mis.  So.,  168  Mass.  592,  47  N.  B. 
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434;  Cadigan  v.  Crahtree,  192  Mass.  233,  78  K  E.  412;  Fax  j. 
Cammeyer,  Inc.,  156  N.  Y.  Sup.  1046,  93  Misc.  Eep.  180;  Mc- 
Laughlin &  Co.  V.  Southern  Hotel  Co.,  177  N.  Y.  Sup.  323. 

Sec.  910.    Error  to  sabmit  to  jury  where  broker  earried  m 
no  negotiatioiui  with  the  purchaser. 

Where,  in  an  action  by  the  assignee  of  a  broker  to  recoTer 
commissions  for  a  sale  of  real  estate,  plaintiffs  assignor  testified 
that  he  was  acting  for  the  purchaser  when  he  approached  defend- 
ant, and  that,  on  the  failure  of  these  negotiations,  he  mentioned 
other  prospective  purchasers,  but  told  defendant  that  they  were 
his  customers,  and  it  was  shown  that  plaintiff's  assignor  carried 
on  no  negotiations  with  the  party  who  purchased  the  property, 
and  did  not  meet  the  party  imtil  a  week  after  the  sale,  it  was 
error  to  submit  the  case  to  the  jury.  Whiteley  v.  Terry,  82  N.  T. 
S.  89,  83  App.  Div.  197 ;  Maddux  v.  8t.  L.  Union  Trust  Co.,  178 
S.  W.  669,  186  Mo.  App.  138. 

Sea  010a.    Evidence  held  ImmfHdent  to  aubmit  to  jury,  not 
showing  broker's  employment 

In  a  suit  in  which  plaintiff  claimed  a  commission  for  effecting 
a  sale  of  oil  and  gas  properties,  evidence  held  insn£5cient  to  carry 
case  to  jury,  not  showing  plaintiff's  employment  or  defendant's 
agreement  to  make  payments.  Levering  v.  Paova  Oil  Co.,  243  F. 
553,  156  C.  C.  A.  26L 

Sea  Oil.    Whether  failure  to  oonsimimate  lale  waa  the  fault 
of  the  prindpaL 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  his  commissions  for  securing  a 
purchaser,  evidence  examined  and  held  sufiScient  to  take  to  the 
jury  the  question  whether  the  failure  of  the  consummation  of  the 
sale  was  owing  to  the  default  of  the  principaL  Seidman  v.  Ban- 
ner, 99  N.  Y.  S.  862,  61  Misc.  10;  IngalU  v.  Smith,  145  P.  846, 
93  Kan.  814;  Knight  v.  Brown,  147  N.  Y.  Sup.  628,  162  App. 
Div.  438. 
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866.  912.    Whether  fhe  sub-agent  oonoealed  hie  relation  from 
the  owner. 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  ag^nt  for  commissions^  the 
owner  testified  that  when  the  agent's  sub-agent  introduced  a 
purchaser,  the  latter  stated  he  wished  to  deal  direct  with  the 
owner,  who  then  stated  a  less  price  than  fixed  in  the  contract 
of  employment;  the  owner  testified  that  the  sub-agent  and  the 
purchaser  stated  that  they  had  made  no  arrangement  with  the 
agent;  that  the  sub-agent  stated  nothing  about  commissions  to 
the  agent;  and  that  he  (the  owner)  told  the  purchaser  and 
sub-agent  that,  if  the  agent  had  sold  the  land,  he  would  have 
to  let  it  go;  the  sub-agent  testified  that  he  asked  the  owner 
if  the  latter  would  not  have  trouble  with  the  agent  about  the 
commissions,  to  which  the  owner  replied  that  he  would  not,  as 
he  was  selling  the  farm;  the  sub-agent  testified  that  he  told 
the  owner  he  did  not  charge  any  commission,  as  he  would  get 
that  from  the  agent;  the  purchaser  substantiated  the  sub-agent's 
testimony;  there  was  no  evidence  to  show  that  the  owner  knew 
that  the  sub-agent  was  acting  for  the  agent.  Held,  that  the 
question  whether  the  sub-agent  concealed  such  fact  from  the 
owner  should  have  been  submitted  to  the  jury.  Mullen  v.  Bower ^ 
22  Ind.  App.  294,  53  N.  E.  790. 

Sec  012a.  Whether  the  broker  was  acting  for  opposite  party 
a  question  for  the  jury. 
The  issue  as  to  whether  the  broker  was  acting  for  the  op- 
posite party  should  be  submitted  to  the  jury.  Summa  v.  Dere- 
shawicz  (Conn.  Sup.  '09),  74  A.  906;  Crawford  v.  awety  Inv. 
Co.,  139  P.  481,  91  Kan.  748;  Ooldsherry  v.  Thomas,  165  S.  W. 
1179,  178  Mo.  App.  334;  Pulver  v.  Ainsworth,  205  111.  App.  81. 

Sea  918.    Whether  actual  negligence  of  brok«r  prevented  a 
sale. 

In  an  action  to  recover  commissions  for  a  sale  of  land,  where 
the  evidence  shows  that  the  intended  purchaser  was  able,  ready 
and  willing  to  perform,  but  defendant  claims  that  plaintiff 
prevented  the  fulfillment  of  the  agreement  by  defendant  within 
the  time  specified  in  the  contract,  the  question  whether  the 
negligence  of  plaintiff  was  the  cause  of  defendant's  failure  to 
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perform  is  for  the  jury.    Stauff  v.  Bingenheimer,  94  Minn.  309^ 
102  N.  W.  694.     See  also  Sec.  899. 

See.  914.    Whether  broker  knew  of  ndnor'e  iatereit  whidi 
caused  failure  of  sale. 

In  a  suit  between  a  broker  and  his  principal  involving  the 
broker's  right  to  a  commission,  whether  the  broker  had  knowl- 
edge of  the  minor's  interest,  which  caused  the  failure  of  the 
sale,  before  he  obtained  a  purchaser.  Held,  a  question  of  fact 
for  the  jury.    O'NeUl  v.  Printz,  115  Mo.  App.  215,  91  S.  W.  174. 

Sec.  915.    Whether  broker  acted  in  good  faith  a  question  for 
the  jury. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions  for  selling  defend- 
ant's real  estate.  Held,  that  whether  the  plaintiff  was  acting 
in  good  faith  for  defendant's  interest  was  a  question  for  the 
jury.  Boome  v.  Robinson,  90  N.  Y.  S.  1055,  99  App.  Div.  143; 
Lichienstein  v.  Mott,  91  N.  Y.  S.  57,  90  App.  Div.  570  j  Lienwen 
v.  Kline  (Iowa  '09),  120  N.  W.  312;  UEcluse  v.  Field,  139  N.  Y. 
Sup.  383,  154  App.  Div.  685 ;  T.  A.  Hill  &  Son  v.  PfUion  Js 
Schwartz,  160  S.  W.  1155,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ;  Heath  v.  Chown- 
ing,  142  P.  1108,  23  Okl.  274;  Paschall  &  Oresham  v.  Oillies,  75 
S.  E.  220,  113  Va.  643,  Ann.  Cas.  1913  E,  778;  Thomas  v.  Mohn, 
193  S.  W.  924,  —  Mo.  App.  — ;  Speer  v.  Dalrymple,  222  S.  W. 
174,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

Sec.  916.    The  terms  of  the  agreement  with  the  broker  to  pro- 
cure a  loan. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  for  securing  a  loan,  where  the 
evidence  for  plaintiff,  though  contradicted  by  defendant,  tendi 
to  show  an  agreement  to  pay  one  per  cent,  on  the  amount  of 
the  loan  to  be  secured  by  plaintiff,  the  question  as  to  such 
agreement  is  for  the  juiy.  Carter  v.  Moss,  210  Pa.  612,  60  A. 
310. 

Sec.  917.    Where  sale  was  made  to  customer  after  withdrawal 
from  broker,  it  was  error  to  submit  to  jury. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  on  a  sale  of  real  property,  it 
appeared  that  the  purchaser  had  been  informed  that  defend- 
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«nf 8  property  was  for  sale,  and  had  written  defendant,  before 
lie  met  plaintiff  or  saw  his  advertisement;  that  the  letter  was 
referred  to  plaintiff  with  whom  the  property  was  listed  and  he 
and  the  purchaser  examined  the  property  and  had  some  con- 
versation about  it,  but  agreed  on  nothing;  that  defendant  then 
wrote  plaintiff,  "I  desire  to  withdraw  my  property  from  the 
market  for  a  period;  I  do  not  know  yet  how  long;*'  that  plain- 
tiff had  never  been  authorized  to  sell  the  property  for  less 
than  $5,400  net;  that  the  purchaser  conferred  with  defendant 
afterwards  and  bought  it  for  $5,250.  Held,  that  the  evidence 
did  not  entitle  plaintiff  to  go  to  the  jury.  Malonee  v.  Young, 
119  N.  C.  549,  26  S.  E.  141.  Compare  Hill  v.  Wheeler,  2  Ga. 
App.  349,  58  S.  E.  502.     Sec.  921. 

Sec.  918.    Where  defendant  promised  plaintiff  additional  com- 
pensation if  f oond  satisfactory. 

In  a  suit  to  recover  the  reasonable  value  of  services  in  ef- 
fecting an  exchange  of  real  estate,  when  the  defendant  set  up 
that  plaintiff  had  agreed  to  accept  $500  for  his  services,  but 
there  was  evidence  tending  to  show  that  as  an  inducement  for 
such  agreement,  defendant  promised  to  pay  plaintiff  a  further 
reasonable  commission  if  he  found  the  land  satisfactory,  it  was 
proper  to  submit  such  issue  to  the  jury.  Blair  v.  Slossan,  27 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  403,  66  S.  W.  112. 

Sec.  919.    Whether  time  for  performance  has  been  waived  or 
contract  continued. 

Whether  there  is  evidence  that  the  time  given  a  real  estate 
broker  to  procure  a  purchaser  has  been  waived,  or  the  contract 
has  been  continued,  is  for  the  jury.  Ice  v.  Maxwell,  61  W.  Va. 
9,  55  S.  E.  899;  Arents  v.  Casselman  (Va.  Sup.  '10),  66  S. 
B.  820 ;  Weiselh-GerhaH  B.  E.  Co.  v.  Epstein,  137  S.  W.  326,  157 
Mo.  App.  101 ;  Smith  v.  Sharp  B.  E.  Coi,  77  S.  40,  200  Ala.  666. 

Sec.  920.    Whether  plaintiff  attempted  to  mislead  defendant. 

In  an  action  to  recover  a  commission  for  services  in  bring- 
ing about  an  exchange  of  land.  Held,  whether  plaintiff  at- 
tempted  to   mislead   defendant   upon    a   material   matter   con- 
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nected  with  the  transactioii  was  for  fhe  jury.  Feathersion  v. 
Trone,  82  Ark.  381, 102  S.  W.  196 ;  Farrts  v.  Odder  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.  '09),  115  S.  W.  645. 

Bee.  920a.    Qnestion  as  to  whether  defendant's  defense  was 
an  afterthought  was  for  the  jmry. 

Where,  in  an  action  by  an  assignee  of  a  contract  for  the 
sale  of  land,  made  through  a  broker,  against  the  principal  for 
breach  of  the  contract,  the  defense  was  that  the  contract  had 
been  procured  through  misrepresentations,  the  question  as  to  how 
far  a  delay  of  a  few  weeks  on  defendant's  part  in  retaining 
the  purchase  money,  and  her  reading  of  the  whole  or  part  only 
of  the  paper  before  signing  it,  tended  to  show  her  defense  to 
be  an  afterthought,  were  for  the  jury.  Eurinsky  v.  Lynch,  201 
Mass.  28,  87  N.  E.  70. 

Sec.  921.    Whether  the  owner  aoiied  in  good  faitii  in  himsdf 
selling  the  property. 

On  the  trial  of  an  action  by  real  estate  agents  for  commis- 
sions on  a  sale  of  property,  it  was  error  to  award  a  non-suit, 
where  the  evidence  showed  that  plaintifEs  had  defendant's  prop- 
erty in  their  hands  to  sell  on  specific  terms,  and  that,  pend- 
ing negotiations  between  the  agents  and  their  customers,  they 
were  prevented  from  selling  by  the  act  of  their  principal  in 
taking  the  matter  into  his  own  hands,  and,  without  notice,  sell- 
ing the  property  at  a  lower  price  to  a  customer  procured  by 
their  efforts,  as,  in  such  case,  the  good  faith  of  the  parties,  as 
well  as  whether  the  purchaser  would  have  given  the  stipulated 
price,  are  questions  of  fact  for  the  jury.  HiU  v.  Wheeler,  2 
Ga.  349,  68  S.  E.  602;  Bradly  v.  Blandin,  100  A.  920,  91  Vt 
472;  Kirhy  Lumber  Co.  v.  West,  220  S.  W.  639,  —  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  — .    Compare  Sec.  917. 

Sec.  922.    Whether  a  limitation  of  time  was  placed  upon  the 
contract. 

An  owner  agreed  to  pay  a  broker  a  specific  commission  on  his 
procuring  a  purchaser  of  real  estate;  at  a  subsequent  interview 
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on  the  same  day,  wlien  the  pioepective  purchaser  was  urged  to 
conclude  the  purchase  he  insisted  on  having  more  time;  the  owner 
claiming  that  he  expected  another  purchaser,  said  he  would  give 
the  prospective  purchaser  a  week's  time  within  which  to  make  up 
his  mind.  Heldj  that  whether  the  owner  placed  a  limitation  on 
the  contract  with  the  broker  to  procure  a  purchaser  was  for  the 
jury.  Oliver  v.  KaU,  131  Wis.  409,  111  N.  W.  509;  Shortridge 
V.  Baiffreian,  222  S.  W.  1031,  —  Mo.  App.  — . 

8ea  922a.   Question  as  to  authority  of  agent  is  for  the  jury. 

While  the  question  of  the  authority  of  an  agent  is  for  the 
jury,  when  that  is  disputed,  the  court  should  declare  whether 
a  given  act  is  in  excess  of  the  agenf  s  authority,  so  that,  in 
an  action  for  commissions  for  purchasing  land  for  defendant, 
the  court  properly  instructed  that  any  payments  made  by  plain- 
tiff to  sellers,  in  excess  of  the  amoimt  limited  by  defendant,  was 
without  authority.  Mdhon  y.  Bahkin  (Or.  Sup.  '09),  102  P. 
608 ;  Lamer  v.  Harve,  155  N.  W.  427,  189  Mich.  249 ;  McKinney 
V.  Thedford,  166  S.  W.  443,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ;  Oilliland  v. 
Ellison,  137  S.  W.  168,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — .  Compare  Sec. 
695a. 

Sec.  923.    Whether  negotiatloiis  were  abandoned  and  sale  re- 
sulted from  new. 

Evidence  held  sufiScient  to  warrant  submitting  to  the  jury  the 
question  whether  the  negotiations  through  plaintiff  were  aban- 
doned and  the  sale  ultimately  made  to  the  purchaser  introduced 
by  him  was  the  result  of  entirely  new  negotiations.  Walker  ▼• 
Baldwin,  106  Md.  619,  68  A.  26. 

Sao.  924.   Whether  the  oontraot  with  broker  was  rescinded. 

In  an  action  to  recover  compensation  under  a  contract  for 
commissions  to  be  paid  plaintiff  for  selling  defendant's  land, 
whether  or  not  the  contract  was  mutually  rescinded  was  for  the 
jury.  Larson  v.  Lorer  (Wash.  Sup.  '08),  94  P.  109;  Huito  v. 
Stough  &  Homsiy,  47  S.  1031^  157  Ala.  666. 
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Sec.  926.    Whether  defendant  purchased  the  property,  thongli 
the  deed  was  taken  in  name  of  wife. 

Evidence  that  defendant  purchased  the  land  and  so  was  lia- 
ble for  the  services  of  plaintiff,  to  be  paid  for  if  defendant 
made  the  purchase.  Held,  sufficient  to  go  to  the  jury,  though 
the  contract  of  purchase  and  the  deed  were  taken  in  the  name 
of  defendant's  wife.    Block  v.  Lowe,  99  N.  Y.  S.  951,  51  Misc.  8. 

Sec.  926a.    Evidence  warranted  submission  to  jmy  on  ques- 
tion wheth^  plaintiff  was  a  joint  purchaser. 

In  an  action  bj  a  land  broker  for  commissions,  evidence  held 
to  warrant  submission  to  the  jury  whether  plaintiff  was  a  joint 
purchaser.    Smith  v.  Fears  (Tex.  C.  A.  '09),  122  S.  W.  433. 

Sec.  926.    What  is  a  reasonable  time  to  find  a  purchaser. 

A  broker  employed  by  the  owner  to  find  a  purchaser  with- 
out any  specification  of  time,  has  a  reasonable  time,  which  is 
for  the  jury  to  determine.  Hurst  v.  WUliams,  31  Ky.  L.  R. 
658,  102  S.  W.  1176 ;  Oliver  v.  Katz,  131  Wis.  409,  111  N.  W. 
509.    See  also  Sees.  611,  612. 

Sec.  927.    Whether  compensation  for  collecting  rents  cohered 
all  of  broker's  services. 

Where,  in  an  action  for  the  services  of  a  real  estate  agent 
in  procuring  defendant  a  tenant  for  her  hotel,  plaintiff  claimed 
that  his  services  were  reasonably  worth  five  per  cent,  of  the  rent 
for  the  term,  evidence  that  defendant  paid  plaintiff  five  per  cent, 
on  the  installments  of  rent  was  sufficient  to  require  the  sub- 
mission to  the  jury  of  the  question  whether  the  same  was  paid 
in  full  compensation  for  plaintiff's  services,  or  a  recognition 
that  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  five  per  cent,  of  all  the  rents  col- 
lected.   Colloty  V.  Schuman,  70  A.  190,  75  N.  J.  L.  97. 

Sec.  928.    Whether  an  owner  dealing  with  a  customer  of  an- 
other broker  became  liable  to  latter. 

Whether  an  owner  employing  several  brokers  to  procure  s 
purchaser  dealt  with  knowledge  of  the  facts  through  one  bro- 
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ker  with  a  customer  procured  by  another  broker,  and  theieby 
became  liable  to  the  latter  for  the  commissions.  Held,  under 
the  facts,  for  the  jury.  Jennings  v.  Trummer,  52  Oregon,  149, 
96  P.  874. 

Sec.  929.    Whether  the  person  with  whom  the  owner  con- 
tracted was  an  agent  of  the  broker. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  for  procuring  a  purchaser  for 
land  pursuant  to  a  contract  between  the  alleged  agent  of  the 
broker  and  the  owner  of  the  land,  whether  the  person  with 
whom  the  owner  contracted  was  the  agent  of  the  brokers  for 
listing  the  land  in  question.  Held,  under  the  evidence,  a  ques- 
tion for  the  jury.  Emng  v.  Lunn  (S.  D.  Sup.  '08),  115  N.  W. 
527. 

Sec.  929a.    Improper  to  submit  a  question  of  law  to  the  jury. 

Questions  of  ultimate  fact  only  are  to  be  submitted  to  the 
jury;  the  question  under  consideration  is  double.  Whether  a 
contract  was  entered  into  between  the  plaintiff  and  defendant 
is  a  mixed  question  of  law  and  fact,  and  questions  of  law 
should  never  be  submitted  to  a  jury.  KUpatrick  v.  McLaughlin^ 
108  HI.  App.  463. 

Sec.  929b.    Meeting  of  minds  on  contract  of  sale. 

Plaintiff,  after  negotiating  for  sale  to  S.  of  timber  land,  on 
which  defendant  had  an  option,  in  which  S.'s  only  offer  was 
$90,000  for  such  timber  and  that  of  certain  other  adjoining 
tracts,  which  offer  defendant  rejected,  had  a  telephone  talk 
with  defendant,  in  which  he  said  that  he  thought  S.  would  give 
$90,000  for  the  timber  under  option,  and  defendant  told  him 
to  sell  if  S.  would  do  so.  Plaintiff  agreed  to  see  S.,  and  report 
to  defendant  by  telephone.  Later  in  the  day  plaintiff  tele- 
graphed defendant:  '*S.  will  give  $90,000  for  timber,  includ- 
ing the  additional  tracts  •  •  *  can't  raise  him  a  penny." 
Defendant  then  telegraphed  plaintiff:  "We  accept  S.'s  offer; 
if  he  declines  to  stand  up,  we  can  do  no  more  business  with 
him."  Held,  that  there  was  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  that 
defendant's  telegram  was  in  reply  to  plaintiff's  telegram,  and 
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not  to  the  telephone  offer,  and  that  therefore  fheie  ms  ^  meet- 
ing of  minds  on  the  contract  entitling  plaintiff  to  oommiasioiis. 
Watson  V.  Paschalh  83  8.  G.  366,  65  S.  E.  337.  See  also  Sec  33. 
Under  a  contract  by  which  broker  was  employed  to  procure  a 
third  party  to  undertake  the  sale  of  a  large  tract  of  land  to  na- 
merons  purchasers;  held,  there  could  be  no  recoveiy,  where  no 
contract  with  a  third  party  was  ever  made,  even  if  their  minds 
did  meet  on  the  terms  of  a  contract.  Jameson  v.  U.  8/ Farm 
Loan  Co.,  210  F.  885,  127  C.  C.  A.  495,  den.  re.,  206  F.  889,  124 
C.  C.  A.  549. 

Sac.  929c.    Questions  determinable  by  jnrim. 

(1)  In  a  broker's  action  for  commission  on  sale  which  was  not 
completed,  whether  there  was  an  agreement  as  to  the  payment  of 
a  commission ;  held,  a  question  for  the  juiy.  Worihen  v.  Stewart, 
172  S.  W.  855,  116  Ark.  294. 

(2)  In  an  action  for  commission,  evidence  held  sufficient  to 
go  to  the  jury,  on  the  question  whether  a  contract  was  made  prior 
or  subsequent  to  obtaining  a  license.  Van  Oilder  v.  Eamper,  192 
111.  App.  25. 

(3)  In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  to  recover  commission 
which  he  claimed  was  due  him  in  furthering  a  sale,  evidence  held 
insufficient  to  go  to  the  jury.  Hail  v.  Ware,  148  S.  W.  1197,  — 
Tex.  Civ.  App,  — . 

(4)  In  an  action  against  a  married  woman  and  her  husband 
to  recover  commission  for  producing  a  purchaser  for  her  land, 
evidence  held  sufficient  to  carry  to  the  jury  the  question  whether 
the  woman  authorized  the  sale.  Bailey  v.  Padgett,  70  S.  637, 
195  Ala.  203. 

(5)  Evidence  held  to  make  out  a  jury  question,  whether  de- 
fendant, in  making  contract  with  plaintifE^  acted  for  himgAlf^  or 
for  an  agent  of  his  company,  or  for  a  certain  railroad  company. 
Myers  v.  Kilgen,  160  S.  W.  569,  177  Mo.  App.  724. 

(6)  Evidence  held  to  authorize  submitting  issue,  whether  bro- 
ker abandoned  his  contract  before  any  sales  were  made,  ffaer  v. 
Putnam  Land  £  Dev.  Co.,  171  S.  W.  1052,  re.  den..  Id.  1200,  — 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

(7)  Whether  a  broker  employed  to  find  a  specific  property  for 
an  intending  purchaser  brought  about  a  purchase  of  property  dis- 
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closed  by  him ;  held,  under  the  evidence,  for  the  jury.  Murphy  v. 
KnighU  of  Columbus  Building  Co.,  136  S.  W.  446,  155  Mo.  App. 
649. 

(8)  Evidence  held  to  require  snbmiflsion  to  a  jury,  of  the  ques- 
tion whether  the  broker  had  performed  his  contnu^t  within  a  rea- 
sonable time.    Tull  v.  Starmer,  176  S.  W.  511,  188  Mo.  App.  713. 

(9)  In  a  suit  for  commissions  for  an  alleged  sale  of  certain 
lots,  where  the  alleged  contract  of  sale  consists  of  letters,  tele- 
grams, and  telephonic  conversations,  the  material  question  is,  as 
to  whether  there  was  a  meeting  of  the  minds  of  the  parties  on 
the  terms  of  the  proposed  sale,  but  there  was  a  conflict  in  the  evi- 
dence as  to  the  conversations,  the  question  was  for  the  jury.  CuU 
bertson  v.  Mann,  120  P.  918,  30  Okl.  249. 

(10)  In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  compensation,  the  question 
whether  the  seller  misrepresented  his  title,  and  was  unable  to  de- 
liver the  property  free  from  undisclosed  incumbrances;  held,  for 
the  jury.    Lord  v.  Crane,  138  N.  Y.  Sup.  383,  78  Misc.  Rep.  389. 

(11)  Evidence  held  to  present  question  for  juiy,  whether  note 
given  by  principal  to  broker  was  in  extinguishment  of  commis- 
sion liability,  or  as  mere  evidence  thereof.  Hamwell  v.  J.  D.  Ar- 
nold &  Co.,  193  S.  W.  506,  —  Ark.  Sup.  — . 

(12)  Whether  defendant  told  plaintiff  broker  that  he  could  not 
secure  his  wife's  signature  to  a  conveyance,  is  a  jury  question  in 
plaintiff  broker's  action  for  commission,  where  the  defendant  tes- 
tified he  made  such  statement,  and  the  broker  denied  it.  Cain  v. 
Masuretta,  162  N.  W.  287,  196  Mich.  464. 

(13)  la  broker's  action  for  commission,  whether  written  agree- 
ment between  the  parties  had  been  given  up  by  plaintiff  so  as  to 
render  it  of  no  effect ;  held,  for  the  jury.  Freeman  v.  Van  Wage- 
man,  101  A.  55,  —  N.  J.  — . 

(14)  In  suit  for  commission,  whether  agent  disclosed  the  name 
of  alleged  purchaser  to  owner  of  land;  held,  under  the  evidence, 
for  the  jury.    Coppage  v.  Howard,  103  A.  439,  132  Md.  233. 

(15)  In  an  action  for  a  commission  for  negotiating  a  resale  of 
land  based  on  a  written  contract;  held,  that  the  question  of  duress 
was  for  the  jury.  Snyder  v.  SamueUon,  167  N.  W.  287,  —  Minn. 
Sup.  •— . 

(16)  Whether  plaintiff!,  suing  for  broker's  commission,  sus- 
tained the  burden  of  proving  that  he  had  put  and  kept  in  force 
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defendant's  exclusive  brokers'  contract^  by  making  an  effort  to 
sell  defendant's  real  property^  was  a  question  for  the  jury.  Honh 
ard  &  Brown  Realty  Co.  v.  Bameit,  206  S.  W.  417,  —  Mo. 
App.  — . 

(17)  In  real  estate  broker's  action  for  commission  for  finding 
lessee,  evidence  held  to  sustain  submission  to  a  jury  of  question, 
whether  the  minds  of  owner  and  procured  lessee  met  upon  a  lease, 
and  whether  owner's  refusal  to  execute  lease  was  a  breach.  Oood- 
Jcind  V.  0.  L.  8.  Realty  Corp.,  173  N.  Y.  Sup.  482. 

(18)  In  broker's  action  on  commission  notes  and  to  foreclose 
lien  reserved  in  the  deed,  where  broker's  lien  is  shown  by  facts 
pleaded  was  inferior  to  vendors'  lien  for  purchase  price,  vendors 
were  entitled  to  show  they  had  a  lien  superior  to  that  of  broker, 
and  to  have  jury  pass  on  such  issue.  Speer  v.  Dalrymple,  222  S. 
W.  174;  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

(19)  In  an  action  for  commission  on  loan  and  abstract  made 
by  defendant,  case  held  for  jury  under  evidence  making  a  prima 
facie  case  for  plaintiff,  and  evidence  tending  to  impeach  him  as  a 
witness.    Grain  v.  McKinley,  222  S.  W.  495,  —  Mo.  App.  — . 

(20)  In  a  realty  broker's  action  for  a  sale  commission,  whether 
either  or  both  of  two  conditions,  that  he  must  sell  to  some  one 
other  than  the  actual  purchaser  and  that  he  must  sell  for  $9,500, 
were  a  part  of  the  contract;  held,  for  the  jury.  Shoriridge  v. 
Raiffeisen,  222  S.  W.  1031,  —  Mo.  App.  — . 

(21)  In  a  broker's  action  for  commission  for  producing  a  pur- 
chaser ready,  able  and  willing  to  buy  land,  where  the  broker  had 
leased  the  land  for  defendant  owner,  with  knowledge  of  condi- 
tions of  lease,  and  there  was  conflicting  evidence  on  the  issue, 
whether  plaintiff  had  received  assurances  over  the  telephone  from 
defendant  that  immediate  possession  could  be  given,  as  required 
by  purchaser,  notwithstanding  the  lease,  that  question  was  a  mate- 
rial issue  of  fact  for  the  jury.  Cohogen  v.  Big  Bend  Land  Co,, 
186  P.  1070,  —  Wash.  Sup.  — . 

(22)  In  a  broker's  action  for  commission  against  owner  who, 
instead  of  selling  the  land  to  procured  purchaser,  had  sold  it  to 
third  party  who,  in  turn,  sold  it  to  such  procured  purchaser,  evi- 
dence held  insufBcient  to  warrant  submission  to  jury,  the  question 
whether  owner  fraudulently  sold  land  to  third  party  as  blind  to 
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deprive  broker  of  commission.    Lartan  v.  True,  216  S.  W.  64^  — 
Mo.  App.  — . 

Sea  929cL   Qnestions  of  law  for  the  OonrL 

Whether  a  contract  between  the  owner  of  land  and  a  principal 
made  the  payment  of  a  oonunission  to  the  agent  contingent  on 
the  purchaser  making  the  payments  provided  for  by  the  contract, 
was  a  question  of  law  for  the  court.  Otmnsbury  y.  Saterbok,  133 
N.  W.  861,  116  Minn.  339. 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  for  compensation,  where 
his  recovery  depends  wholly  on  correspondence  with  the  owner, 
it  is  the  province  of  the  court  to  determine  the  legal  effect  of  the 
letters.    Bond  v.  Humbird,  85  A.  943,  118  Md.  650. 

Construction  of  letters  written  by  certain  heirs  to  their  attor- 
ney, authorizing  him  to  sell  certain  real  property;  held,  for  the 
Court.  MaHin  v.  Crumb,  142  N.  Y.  Sup.  1096,  158  App.  Div. 
228;  rear,  and  app.  to  Ct.  App.  den.,  143  N.  Y.  Sup.  1130,  158 
App.  Div.  939,  and  judg.  rev..  Ill  N.  E.  62,  216  N.  Y.  500. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  who  was  to  receive  his  commissions 
from  the  vendors,  against  a  purchaser  for  breach  of  his  agreement 
not  to  purchase  through  another;  evidence  held  not  to  show,  as 
a  matter  of  law,  that  the  broker  did  not  exercise  good  faith 
toward  the  purchaser.  Foes  v.  N,  F.  Cen.  £  H,  B.  B.  Co.,  146 
N.  Y.  Sup.  930,  161  App.  Div.  681,  judg.  all.,  112  N.  E.  1059, 
217  N.  Y.  727. 

Where,  though  one  count  in  petition  for  broker's  convmission 
raised  the  issue  of  quantum  meruit,  the  only  evidence  of  reason- 
able value  was  received  over  plaintiffs  objection  for  a  limited 
purpose,  failure  to  submit  such  issue ;  held,  not  error.  B.  F^  Loos 
Co.  V.  Herr,  166  N.  W.  637,  —  Iowa  Sup.  — . 


CHAPTER  XVI. 

msTBUonoNs  to  jubies. 

Sec.  930.    liurtmctions  must  not  assnnie  as  proved,  maMers 
which  are  in  iasne. 

Instmctions  must  not  assume  as  proved,  matters  which  are  in 
issue  in  the  case.  Swigert  v.  Hawley,  140  IlL  186,  29  N.  E. 
883 ;  Cassady  v.  Carrahan,  119  Iowa,  500,  93  N.  W.  386 ;  Rich- 
ardson  v.  Hoyt,  60  Iowa,  68,  14  N.  W.  122;  Benedict  v.  PeU, 
74  N.  Y.  S.  1085,  70  App.  Div.  40;  Gerding  v.  Haskin,  21  N.  Y. 
S.  636,  2  Misc.  172;  Graves  t.  DUl,  159  Miss.  74,  34  N.  £.  336; 
Jester  v.  Lee,  200  HL  App.  183. 

Sec.  931.    That  defendant  was  liable  where  compensation  for 
services  was  expected. 

It  was  proper  to  instruct  the  jury  that  defendants  were  lia- 
ble for  the  value  of  plaintiff's  services,  if  they  were  of  such 
a  character  and  rendered  under  such  circumstances  as  would 
indicate  to  a  reasonably  intelligent  business  man  that  they  were 
not  performed  gratuitously,  and  that  compensation  was  ex- 
pected, the  iostruction  not  assuming  that  plaintiff  had  ren- 
dered aU  the  services  for  which  he  asked  compensation.  MUler 
V.  Early,  22  Ky.  L.  R.  825,  58  S.  W.  789.    See  also  Sec.  956a, 

Sec.  932.    Instractions  must  conform  to  the  evidence  in  the 


Instructions  must  be  in  conformity  with  the  evidence  ad- 
duced in  the  case,  and  instructions  which  impliedly  assume  the 
existence  of  evidence  which  was  not  given  are  erroneous.  Leech 
V.  demons,  14  Colo.  App.  45,  59  P.  230;  Davis  v.  Morgan,  96 
Ga.  518,  23  S.  B.  417 ;  Games  v.  Howard,  180  Mass.  569,  63  N. 
E.  122 ;  Cadigan  v.  Crdbtree,  179  Mass.  474,  61  N.  E.  37,  55  L. 
R.  A.  77 ;  Hughes  v.  McCtdlough,  39  Ore.  372,  65  P.  85 ;  Taylor 
V.  Cox  (Tex.  Supreme  '91),  16  S.  W.  1063;  Lawson  v.  Thamjh 
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son,  10  Utah,  462,  37  P.  732.  Imtraction  not  objectionable  as 
submitting  an  issue  not  pleaded.  B€tldtvin  v.  Smith  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.  '09),  119  S.  W.  111. 

Sec.  933.  Defendant  sued  by  broker  entitled  to  instmction 
which  assumes  he  acted  as  such. 

A  defendant  sued  by  a  broker  for  commissions  is  entitled  to 
an  instruction  which  assumes  plaintiff  to  have  acted  as  broker, 
where  the  declaration  alleged  that  defendant  agreed  to  pay 
plaintiff  a  fixed  sum  if  plaintiff,  as  a  '^ broker,"  would  secure 
a  sale  to  defendant,  and  plaintiff  testified  that  he  acted  as  a 
broker.    Carpenter  v.  Fisher,  175  Mass.  9,  55  N.  E.  479. 

Sec  034.  An  instmction  should  be  given,  on  request^  that 
broker  most  have  been  tiie  procuring  cause  of  sale. 

An  instruction  that  the  broker  must  have  been  the  procuring 
cause  of  the  sale,  in  order  to  entitle  him  to  a  cotamission,  should 
be  given  on  request,  where  that  point  is  in  issue.  Hinds  v.  Mc- 
Intyre,  89  111.  App.  611;  Munson  v.  Carlstram  (Iowa  Sup.  '09), 
119  N.  W.  606.    Sec.  446. 

See,  9S4a.  Error  to  charge  under  contract  involved  that  if 
plaintiff  was  procuring  cause  of  sale  he  was  entitled  to 
recover  commissions, 

A  broker  sued  to  recover  commissions  for  selling  defendant's 
real  estate,  and  testified  that  during  defendant's  absence  he 
exhibited  the  premises  to  one  who,  after  defendant's  return, 
purchased  for  $2,700;  defendant  testified  that  it  was  agreed 
that  the  broker  was  to  receive  no  commission  unless  he  sold 
for  $3,000  during  defendant's  absence.  Held,  that  it  was  error, 
under  the  evidence,  to  charge  that  if  the  plaintiff  was  the  pro- 
curing cause  of  the  sale  he  was  entitled  to  recover.  Largeant 
V.  Story  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '01),  61  S.  W.  977. 

Sec.  934b.  Instructions  erroneous  for  omitting  that  plaintiff 
should  be  found  to  be  the  procuring  cause  of  the  sale. 

Heal  estate  brokers,  in  their  complaint  for  compensation, 
alleged  that  defendant  gave  them  the  exclusive  agency  to 
sell  a  certain  tract  of  land,  their  compensation  to  be  a  percent- 
age on  the  price  obtained,  and  that  they  procured  a  purchaser 
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to  whom  defendant  sold.  Defendant  pleaded  a  general  denial, 
and  especially,  that  plaintiffs'  agency,  if  any,  was  revoked  be- 
fore they  began  to  negotiate  with  the  purchaser.  Held,  that 
an  instruction  that  if  plaintiffs  had  an  exclusive  agency  when 
they  began  to  negotiate  with  the  purchaser,  they  were  entitled 
to  recover,  was  erroneous,  as  not  including  the  necessity  that 
they  should  have  been  the  procuring  cause  of  the  sale,  thereby 
failing  to  conform  to  the  issues  made,  and  even  had  plaintifi 
alleged  that  defendant,  by  his  sale,  had  prevented  plaintiffs 
from  consummating  their  sale,  the  omission  would  still  have 
been  fatal  to  the  instruction.  Jackson  v.  Stephenson  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.  '08),  114  S.  W.  848;  Bussdl  v.  Poor  (Mo.  App.  '08),  119 
S.  W.  433. 

Sec.  036.  Instruction  that  broker  shoifld  bring  buyer  and  sell- 
er together  and  effect  a  purchase. 
Where  no  other  instruction  defining  a  broker's  duty  is  given, 
it  is  error  to  refuse  an  instruction  that  the  duty  of  a  broker  is 
to  bring  the  buyer  and  seller  together  and  effect  a  purchase 
of  the  property  according  to  the  terms  agreed  on  by  the  seller 
and  the  broker,  and  that  the  latter  is  not  entitled  to  a  com- 
mission for  an  unsuccessful  effort  to  effect  a  sale.  West  v. 
Demme,  128  Mich.  11,  87  N.  W.  95.    Compare  Sec.  609. 

Sec.  936.    Where  instmctions  cover  case  generally,  failure  as 
to  particular  detail  not  error. 

If  the  instructions  cover  the  case  generally,  the  failure  to 
instruct  concerning  particular  details  is  not  error,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  a  request  to  specifically  charge  on  that  point.  Bickart 
V.  Hoffman,  19  N.  Y.  S.  472 ;  Ke\iser  v.  EeHly,  191  Pa.  St  271, 
43  A.  317,  44  Weekly  Not.  Cas.  240. 

Sec.  937.  Court  not  bound  to  use  the  identical  language,  if 
substantially  the  same  it  is  sufficient 
The  court  is  not  required  to  use  the  same  language  in  which 
the  charge  offered  is  expressed ;  it  is  sufiScient  if  the  instruction 
given  is  essentially  similar  to  that  requested.  Walker  v.  Rogers, 
24  Md.  237. 
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Sec.  938.    Employing  the  word  "fnndiilied"  ixutead  of  ''pro- 
cured" not  a  departure. 

Where  defendant  agreed  to  pay  commissions  for  sales  of  land 
to  customers  ''procured"  by  plaintiff,  an  instruction  that  de- 
fendants were  liable  if  plaintiffs  "furnished"  customeiB,  is  not 
a  departure  from  the  issues  made.  Boyd  v.  WatsaUf  101  lowflf 
214,  70  N.  W.  120. 

Sec.  939.    Where  evidence  on  given  fact  is  undisputed,  the 
court  should  so  instruct. 

Where  the  evidence  on  a  given  fact  is  undisputed  the  court 
should  so  instruct  the  jury.  0 'Callahan  v.  Boeing,  72  Mich. 
669,  40  N.  W.  843. 


Sec.  940.    Instructions  are  to  be  considered  as  a  whole,  and 
unimportant  defects  are  not  fatal. 

Instructions  are  to  be  considered  as  a  whole,  and  if  they  are 
correct  and  sufficient,  defects  in  unimportant  particulars  are 
not  necessarily  fatal.  Blake  v.  Stump,  73  Md.  160,  20  A.  788, 
10  L.  R.  A.  103;  French  v.  McKay,  181  Mass.  485,  63  N.  E. 
1068;  Walton  v.  Cheesebrough,  167  N.  Y.  606,  60  N.  B.  1121; 
Bickart  v.  Hoffman,  19  N.  Y.  S.  472;  Wilson  v.  Nuher  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.  '02),  68  S.  W.  800. 

Sec.  941.    Instruction  proper  as  to  burden  of  proving  a  par- 
ticular  fact  in  issue. 

It  is  proper  to  instruct  as  to  who  bears  the  burden  of  proof  and 
an  instruction  that  conduct  which  imputes  bad  faith  upon  the 
part  of  an  agent  to  sell  real  estate  must  be  shown  by  the  party 
claiming  it,  is  proper.  Buckingham  v.  Harris,  10  Colo.  455, 15  P. 
817 ;  Harrison  v.  Pusterska,  97  Iowa,  166,  66  N.  W.  93. 

Sec.  942.    Instruction  erroneous  that  burden  is  on  party  to 
prove  a  fact  not  denied 

In  charging  the  jury  it  is  error  to  place  the  burden  on  a 
party  to  prove  facts  which  are  not  denied.  Anderson  v.  Brad- 
ford,  102  Mo.  App.  433,  76  S.  W.  726. 
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8eo.  MS.    Instruction  properly  refused,  as  too  broad. 

Where  plaintiff  averred  that  he  was  to  have  all  proceeds  of 
sales  over  the  net  price  and  defendant  denied  this,  and  counter- 
claimed  that  plaintiff  agreed  to  sell  the  lots  for  one  dollar  per 
front  foot;  that  plaintiff  had  paid  himself  all  he  had  earned 
out  of  the  proceeds  collected  and  owed  a  certain  balance  of 
such  proceeds  to  defendant.  Held,  that  a  charge  that  plaintiS 
had  the  burden  of  showing  that  he  had  agreed  for  larger  pay 
than  one  dollar  per  front  foot  or  was  entitled  to  any  excess  was 
too  broad.    Olover  v.  Henderson^  120  Mo.  367,  25  S.  W.  175. 

Sec.  MSa.  Modification  of  Instmotton  to  jury. 

In  an  action  on  a  contract  to  recover  compensation  for  selling 
real  estate,  instruction  that  defendant  had  a  right  to  revoke  the 
contract  and  deprive  plaintiff  of  compensation;  held,  properly 
modified  so  as  to  require  such  revocation  to  have  taken  place 
prior  to  the  execution  of  a  sale.  Waiscn  v.  YoUentine,  183  BL 
App.  569. 

Sec.  944.  Error  to  leave  compliance  with  contract  to  jmy* 
that  being  a  question  of  law. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  to  recover  commissions  for  a  sale 
of  land,  an  instruction  leaving  it  to  the  jury  to  determine 
whether  the  plaintiff  had  complied  with  his  contract  so  as 
to  entitle  him  to  recover  commissions  was  error,  that  being  a 
question  of  law  for  the  court,  the  contract  being  in  writing. 
Ooodson  V.  Embleton,  106  Mo.  App.  77,  80  S.  W.  22. 

Sec.  945.  Error  to  instruct  that  broker  was  entitled  to  com- 
missions on  finding  purchaser,  when  principal's  approval 
was  necessary. 

"Where  a  contract  of  sale  was  to  be  approved  by  the  owner, 
an  ?nstruction  that  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  commissions  if  he 
found  a  purchaser,  though  defendant  refused  to  carry  out  the 
trade,  was  erroneous.    G(nn  v.  Hess,  102  Iowa,  140,  71  N.  W.  218. 

Sec.  946.  Instruction  based  upon  wrong  hypothesis  is  errone- 
ous. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions  lost,  the  plaintiff 
alleged  that  defendant  gave  plaintiff  the  exclusive  right  to 
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sell  the  property  for  93,000^  defendant  reserving  only  the  right 
to  sell  the  property  himself  for  not  less  than  that  snm;  that 
plaintiff  procured  a  pnTchaser,  who  was  ready  and  able  to 
purchase  for  that  sum,  but  that  defendant  previously  sold  the 
property  for  $2,500;  defendant  admitted  the  contract,  except 
that  he  bound  himself  not  to  sell  for  less  than  $3,000,  which  he 
denied,  and  admitted  that  he  sold  the  land  as  alleged.  Held, 
that  an  instruction  that  if  there  was  a  contract  between  the  par- 
ies by  which  plaintiff  procured  a  purchaser,  "defendant  not  hav- 
ing sold  the  land,'*  then  plaintiff  would  be  entitled  to  recover, 
was  erroneous,  as  based  on  the  hypothesis  that  defendant  had  not 
sold  the  land,  which  was  not  in  issue,  defendant  having  admitted 
that  he  sold  the  land ;  the  instruction  thereby  practically  amounted 
to  directing  a  verdict  for  the  defendant.  Hughes  v.  McCuUough, 
39  Ore.  372,  65  P.  85;  Wtil  v.  SchwaHz  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '09), 
120  S.  W.  1039;  Harm  v.  Morton  A  Co.,  167  N.  Y.  Sup.  80; 
101  Misc.  Bep.  398. 

8eo.  947.  Instruction  held  erroneous  that  placed  undue  stress 
upon  payment  as  indicating  the  principaL 

On  the  question  as  to  whether  W.  acted  as  agent  for  plain- 
tiff or  defendant,  a  charge  that,  in  this  connection  the  jury 
should  consider  from  whom  W.  got  his  pay,  whom  he  asked  to 
pay  him,  and  the  fact  that  W.  had  authority  to  sell  the  lot  in 
question,  is  erroneous,  as  giving  undue  prominence  to  the  fact 
as  to  who  paid  for  the  service,  and  allowing  the  jury  to  infer 
previous  authority  to  sell  from  the  fact  of  payment  for  serv- 
ices in  selling.    Williamson  v.  Tyson,  105  Ala.  644,  17  S.  336. 

Sec  948.  Instruction  that,  if  by  the  terms  of  the  contract, 
the  broker  had  nothing  to  do,  there  was  no  consideration 
for  the  promise,  is  proper. 

In  an  action  for  real  estate  commissions,  defendant  is  entitled 
to  an  instruction  that  if,  by  the  terms  of  the  contract,  it  is 
shown  that  there  was  nothing  for  the  brokers  to  do,  then  the 
promise  to  pay  them  commissions  was  without  consideration 
and  void.  Wolff  v.  Denhoskey,  74  N.  Y.  S.  565,  66  App.  Div. 
428,  36  Misc.  643. 
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Sec.  949.    An  instruction  is  objectionable  if  jnry  not  directed 
that  belief  must  rest  on  evidence. 

An  instruction  is  objectionable  if  the  jury  are  not  directed 
that  their  belief  must  be  based  on  the  evidence.  Champion 
Iron  Fence  Co.  v.  Bradley,  10  111.  App.  323.    See  also  Sec  1038. 


Sec.  960.    Instruction  that  plaintiff  w^  entitled  to  recover 
$1,000,  erroneousi  where  nothing  to  show  brokers  got  it 

In  assumpsit  by  a  principal  against  real  estate  brokers  for 
money  had  and  received,  an  instruction  that  if  the  broken 
sold  the  principal's  farm  for  $11,000,  but  accounted  to  him 
only  for  $10,000,  the  principal  is  entitled  to  receive  $1,000,  is 
erroneous,  where  there  is  evidence  that  the  purchaser,  with 
the  principal's  knowledge,  bought  from  one  who  had  a  prior 
option  on  the  land,  and  there  is  no  evidence  that  the  defend- 
ants ever  received  the  $1,000.  Henshaw  v.  Wilson,  46  111.  App. 
364. 

Sec.  951.  Instruction  properly  refused  which  contemplated 
that  no  leases  were  made  except  through  brokers. 
In  an  action  to  recover  brokerage  for  effecting  a  lease  of 
real  property,  plaintiff  did  not  allege  that  he  had  been  em* 
ployed  by  defendant,  but  alleged  that  defendant  accepted  plain- 
tiff's  services  with  knowledge  that  they  had  been  rendered 
Held,  that  it  was  proper  to  refuse  plaintiff's  request  to  chai^ 
that,  while  the  owner  was  entitled  to  know  that  the  broken 
had  been  instrumental  in  sending  a  tenant,  yet,  when  he  knows 
that  the  tenant  had  received  information  of  his  intention  to 
let  and  his  price,  the  owner  is  bound  to  inquire  where  the  ten- 
ant got  the  information,  as  such  instruction  presupposes  that 
leases  are  never  made  without  the  intervention  of  brokers,  and 
that  no  information  could  be  received  as  to  what  property  was 
to  be  let,  except  through  brokers.  Tinkham  v.  Knox,  21  N.  Y.  S. 
954,  2  Misc.  579. 

Sec.  962.    Instruction  that  plaintiffs  could  not  recover  iinlM 
they  secured  a  purchaser  at  price  stated,  erroneous. 

In  an  action  by  real  estate  agents  to  recover  commissions,  it 
was  error  to  instruct  the  jury  that,  if  defendant  agreed  to 
give  plaintifib  a  particular  sum  in  case  they  sold  his  farm  at 
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a  specified  price,  plaintiffs  could  not  lecover  unless  they  sold 
or  procured  a  purchaser  for  the  property  at  the  price  speci- 
fied, defendant  having  sold  the  property  to  the  purchaser  pro- 
cured by  plaintiffs,  for  a  price  less  than  that  specified,  and  to 
that  extent  availed  himself  of  plaintiff's  exertions.  Wetzell 
V,  Wagoner,  41  Mo.  App.  509. 

Sec.  963.    Instruction  that  bringing  parties  togethei*  is  not 
enough,  unless  efficient  cause  of  sale,  is  incorrect. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  to  recover  commissions,  a  charge 
that,  '' merely  to  bring  the  buyer  and  seller  together  is  insuffi- 
cient to  entitle  an  agent  to  a  commission,  unless  it  is  the  effi- 
cient cause  of  the  sale,"  is  incorrect,  and  properly  refused. 
Bowser  v.  Field  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '91),  17  S.  W.  45. 

Sec.  963a.    Error  in  charge  omitting  that  broker  must  be  the 
procuring  cause  of  the  sale. 

The  error  in  an  instruction  given  at  the  instance  of  plain- 
tiff, in  an  action  for  commissions  for  procuring  a  purchaser 
of  real  estate,  authorizing  a  recovery  on  a  finding  that  plain- 
tiff was  employed  to  procure  a  purchaser,  and  introduced  a 
customer  to  whom  a  sale  was  subsequently  made,  arising  from 
the  failure  to  require  a  finding  that  the  broker  was  the  pro- 
curing cause  of  the  sale,  was  not  cured  by  a  charge,  given  at 
the  instance  of  the  defendant,  that  before  judgment  could  be 
rendered  for  plaintiff,  he  must  show  that  through  his  services 
one  was  induced  to  purchase  the  property,  since  the  two  in- 
structions were  contradictory.  Bussell  v.  Poor  (Mo.  App.  *08), 
119  S.  W.  433. 

Sec.  964.    Ihstniction  to  find  for  broker,  if  found  to  be  the 
procuring  cause  of  sale,  is  correct. 

An  instruction  to  find  for  the  broker,  if  it  was  through  the 
efforts  and  information  given  by  him  that  the  owner  and  the 
purchaser  were  brought  together  as  seller  and  buyer,  given  in 
connection  with  a  charge  that  the  broker  was  entitled  to  com- 
missions if  he  afterwards  became  the  procuring  cause  of  such 
sale,  stated  the  correct  law  of  the  case.  Bowser  v.  Field  (Tex. 
C.  A.  '91),17S.  W.  45. 
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See  964a.    Improper  modification  of  charge  asked  for  by  dOL 
fendant. 

In  an  action  by  real  estate  brokers  for  commissions  a  re- 
quest to  charge  that  plaintifb  could  not  recover  if  the  pros- 
pective purchasers  had,  in  fact,  and  in  good  faith,  abandoned 
their  negotiations  for  the  purchase  through  plaintifib  before 
the  matter  was  taken  up  with  the  purchasers  by  another  per- 
son, was  improperly  modified  by  adding  a  further  condition 
to  the  defeat  of  plaintiffs'  recovery,  that  plaintiffs  had  led  de- 
fendants, through  their  attorney,  to  believe  that  plaintiffs  had 
abandoned  all  efforts  to  make  a  sale,  and  had  abandcmed  the 
idea  of  association  with  the  transaction  any  further;  since,  to 
warrant  a  recovery  for  plaintiffs  their  services  must  have  been 
the  e£Bcient  cause  of  the  sale,  regardless  of  their  abandonment 
of  the  transaction,  and  defendants,  as  well  as  plaintiffs,  could 
be  the  moving  party  in  the  cancellation  of  the  agency.  Young 
V.  Hubbard,  154  Mich.  218, 15  D.  L.  N.  725,  117  N.  W.  632. 

8ec.  065.    Instruction  that  if  broker  found  a  purchaser  for 
property  on  terms  stated,  entitled  to  commissions,  proper. 

A  real  estate  agent  sued  on  a  contract  for  commissions  for 
a  sale  of  land;  the  contract  was  made  a  part  of  the  complaint, 
but  was  not  introduced  in  evidence;  the  court  charged  that 
as  plaintiff  had  undertaken  to  effect  a  sale  or  procure  a  pur- 
chaser, in  accordance  with  the  contract,  it  was  necessary  for 
him  to  prove  that  he  had  found  a  purchaser  who  was  willing 
to  take  the  property  on  the  terms  provided  in  the  contract 
Held,  that  as  the  charge,  when  referring  to  the  complaint, 
was  clearly  correct,  and  the  court  had  evidently  given  it  un- 
der the  impression  that  the  contract  was  in  evidence,  plaintiff 
could  not  be  heard  to  object.   Hegman  v.  Hood,  3  Ind.  App.  456, 

29  N.  E.  1141. 

« 

Sec.  066a.    Instmction  that  if  broker  was  efflcienft  oanse  of 
sale  entitled  to  commission,  held  proper. 

An  instruction  that  if  plaintiffs  were  employed  to  defendant  to 
effect  an  exchange  or  sale,  and  were  the  efficient  and  procuring 
cause  of  the  sale,  they  were  entitled  to  commission,  no  matter 
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how  slight  the  service ;  held,  correct  and  not  misleading.    Begelin 
V.  Lottgrm,  207  111.  App.  409, 

flee.  956.  Instmction  premature,  as  jxaj  should  first  find  that 
agent  was  authorized  to  act  for  principal. 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  to  recover  on  a  special 
contract  for  procuring  a  purchaser,  the  contract  having  been 
made  by  one  alleged  to  be  the  agent  of  the  owner,  and  the 
authority  of  the  agent  being  one  of  the  issues,  the  court  prop- 
erly refused  an  instruction  stating  that  the  plaintiff  was  en- 
titled to  recover  if  he  was  employed  by  the  owner,  or  some 
one  acting  for  her,  without  stating  that  such  person  must  be 
authorized  to  so  act.    Funk  v.  Latta,  43  Neb.  739,  62  N.  W.  65. 

Sec.  956a.  Charge  in  case  of  implied  contract  held  correctly 
given. 

In  an  action  for  commissions,  it  was  admitted  that  defend- 
ant sold  the  property,  and  the  court  instructed  that  if  plain- 
tiff waa  a  means  of  procuring  a  purchaser  for  the  property, 
and  defendant  agreed  to  pay  a  reasonable  commission  for  his 
services,  or  permitted  plaintiff  to  render  services  under  circum- 
stances which  would  lead  a  reasonably  prudent  man  to  believe 
that  plaintiff  expected  compensation  therefor,  the  jury  should 
find  for  the  plaintiff.  Held,  that  the  iostruction  properly  sub- 
mitted the  question  whether  the  defendant  agreed  to  pay  plain- 
tiff for  his  services,  or  permitted  him  to  rende^r  them  under 
circumstances  leading  a  reasonably  prudent  man  to  believe  com- 
pensation was  expected.  Bullock  v.  Menninger  (Ey.  Ct.  App. 
'10),  125  S.  W.  266;  Brady  v.  Bichey  A  Casey,  202  S.  W.  170, 
—  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — .    See  also  Sec.  931. 

Sec.  967.  Instmction  that  if  plaintUF  performed  some  service 
though  he  did  not  sell,  entitled  to  some  compensation, 
proper. 

In  an  action  to  recover  for  the  value  of  services  as  agent 
in  selling  real  estate,  when  there  is  testimony  tending  to  show 
that  the  plaintiff  rendered  some  service,  but  did  not  effect  a 
sale,  if  the  jury  believed  that  he  rendered  some  service,  an 
instruction  that  he  is  entitled  to  recover  on  a  quantum  meruit 
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is  not  improper.  McMurtry  v.  Madison,  18  Neb.  291,  25  N.  W. 
85.  (This  is  contrary  to  the  general  rale,  that  the  agent  stakes 
his  efforts  upon  success,  and  if  unsuccessful  loses  all.) 

Sec.  958.  Lurtmction  is  erroneous,  that  there  is  room  for  a 
verdict  of  no  cause  of  action,  where  defendant  admits 
broker  performed  services. 

Where  defendant  admits  that  plaintiff  was  instrumental  in 
effecting  the  sale,  but  disputes  the  value  of  the  services,  it  is 
error  to  charge  the  jury  that  there  is  room  for  a  verdict  of  no 
cause  of  action.  Scribner  v.  Hazeltine,  79  Mich.  37,  44  N.  W. 
618. 

Sec.  969.  Instruction  that  if  agreement  was  as  claimed  I7 
defendant  plaintiff  entitled  to  verdict^  improper. 

Plaintiff  having  brought  defendant  and  a  purchaser  together, 
a  sale  was  effected  by  them  for  $10,000;  plaintiff  claimed  that 
he  was  authorized  to  sell  for  this  amount  and  for  a  commission 
thereon,  and  after  testifying  to  this  agreement,  he  testified 
that  just  before  and  after  defendant  made  the  sale  he  tdd 
plaintiff  that  he  would  make  it  satisfactory  to  him  and  pay  him 
for  his  services;  defendant's  claim  was  that  plaintiff  was  to 
receive  as  commissions  only  such  sum  as  he  should  obtain  in 
excess  of  $10,000.  Held,  that  there  was  nothing  in  the  case 
which  entitled  plaintiff  to  an  instruction  that,  if  the  agreement 
was,  in  the  first  place,  as  claimed  by  defendant,  still  plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  a  verdict  if  he  consented  to  the  sale  for  $10,000, 
and  the  defendant  thereupon  renewed  his  promise  to  pay  the 
commission.    Morehouse  v.  Bemsen,  59  Conn.  392,  22  A.  427. 


Sec.  960.    Instruction  on  contract,  either  joint  or  several,  that 
defendant  only  liable  for  share,  properly  refused. 

Where  the  evidence  shows  that  defendant's  contract  to  pay 
plaintiffs  a  certain  commission  for  a  sale  of  land,  is  either  a 
joint  contract  with  that  of  other  owners  of  the  land,  or  is  an 
individual  contract,  the  court  properly  refused  to  charge  that 
defendant  is  only  liable  for  his  share  of  the  commission  to  the 
extent  of  his  individual  interest ;  their  liabilities  can  not  be  ap- 
portioned.   Mosseau  v.  La  Roche's  Sons,  80  Qa.  568,  5  S.  E.  780. 
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8ec.  Ml.    Infftraetioii  that  if  jury  find  contract  made  and  lots 
sold,  plaintiff  entitled  to  commiflsioiui,  proper. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  on  sales  of  lots,  an  instruc- 
tion, after  stating  the  respective  claims  of  the  parties,  that  if 
the  jury  find  that  the  arrangement  alleged  by  plaintiff  was 
made  and  after  that  arrangement  defendant's  lots  were  sold 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  the  amount  claimed  by  him  as 
commissions,  is  proper,  there  being  no  question  as  to  the  price 
for  which  the  lots  were  sold.  Ockenfells  v.  Moeller,  79  Mich. 
314,  44  N.  W.  790. 

Sec.  962.    Instmction  that  broker  should  have  exercised  the 
greatest  care,  requires  too  high  a  degree  of  care. 

In  an  action  on  notes  defendant  pleaded  m  reconvention  that 
she  had  given  plaintiff  certain  money  to  loan  for  her,  but  which, 
through  his  negligence,  she  had  lost;  the  evidence  tended  to 
prove  that  plaintiff  had  received  a  commission  from  the  bor- 
rower for  making  the  loan.  Held,  an  instruction  that  if  plain- 
tiff received  a  profit  from  the  lending  he  was  bound  to  use  the 
greatest  degree  of  care  that  an  ordinarily  prudent  person  would 
exercise  under  like  circumstances,  was  erroneous,  as  reqidring 
too  high  a  degree  of  care;  plaintiff,  as  bailee  or  broker,  being 
only  required  to  exercise  the  care  of  an  ordinarily  prudent  per- 
son.   Caruthers  v.  Boss  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '01),  63  S.  W.  911. 


Sec.  968.  Instniction  that  it  was  incumbent  on  agent  to  diow 
land  worth  the  price  error. 
Plaintiff  authorized  def endanit,  who  was  a  broker,  to  sell  a 
tract  of  land,  and  to  contract  and  advertise  at  plaintiff's  ex- 
pense; it  was  afterwards  agreed  that  the  advertisement  should 
be  discontinued,  and  plaintiff  told  defendant  that  if  he  got  a 
piece  of  property  to  sell  for  which  plaintiff  could  turn  in  his 
property  as  part  payment  he  desired  to  know  it ;  afterward  de- 
fendant and  others  obtained  an  option  on  some  land,  and 
notified  plaintiff,  who,  on  being  told  of  the  price  which  defend- 
ant and  his  associates  were  to  pay  for  it,  purchased  it,  after 
examination,  giving  his  land  as  part  payment;  later,  plaintiff 
Bued  on  the  ground  that  defendant  was  his  agent  and  liable  to 
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him  for  the  profit.  Held,  that  the  busiiiess  was  in  no  eenae 
confidential,  and  it  was  error  to  instmct  that  it  was  incnmbent 
OQ  defendant  to  show  that  when  plamtifiF  purchased  he  had 
knowledge  of  all  the  facts,  and  that  the  land  was  worth  what 
he  paid  for  it.  Pomeroy  v.  Wimer,  167  Ind.  440,  78  N.  E.  233, 
79  N.  E.  446. 

Sec.  964.  Instruction  that  although  agent  could  sell  land  at 
price  fixed,  did  not  excuse  from  selling  at  best  price  ob- 
tainable, proper. 

In  an  action  against  brokers  to  recover  money  retained  by 
them  out  of  the  purchase  price,  an  instruction  that  though 
plaintiff  gave  defendants  authority  to  sell  his  land  for  a  spe- 
cific sum  per  acre,  such  authority  did  not  excuse  the  defend- 
ant from  selling  for  the  best  obtainable  price,  was  not  errone- 
ous, on  the  rule  that  it  made  the  agent  exceed  the  instruc- 
tions of  his  principal,  and  made  him  liable  if  he  did  not  Harri- 
son V.  Lakemm,  189  Mo.  581,  88  S.  W.  53;  LigMenstein  v. 
Mott,  91  N.  T.  S.  57,  99  App.  Div.  570.    See  also  Sec  290. 

Sec.  965.  Instruction  ammming  from  purchaser  giving  check 
to  seller,  who  turned  it  over  to  broker,  that  I&fcter  received 
it  from  purchaser,  proper. 

Where,  in  an  action  to  recover  from  brokers  a  portion  of 
the  purchase  money  retained  by  them  for  effecting  a  sale  of 
plaintiff's  land,  the  evidence  showed  that  the  purchaser  gave 
his  check  to  plaintiff,  and  he  turned  it  over  to  defendants, 
who  subsequently  gave  plaintiff  their  check,  an  instruction  as- 
suming that  defendants  received  the  money  from  the  purchaser 
was  not  erroneous.  .  Harrison  v.  Ldkeman,  189  Mo.  581,  88  S. 
W.  53. 

Sec.  966.  Instruction  that  if  broker  misread  contract  to  prin- 
cipal to  deceive,  not  binding  on  him,  proper. 

Where  a  land  owner  sued  his  brokers,  who  had  effected  a 
sale,  to  recover  a  portion  of  the  purchase  money  which  had 
been  retained  by  them,  on  the  ground  that  the  contract  was 
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not  binding  on  Um^  because  he  had  been  fraudulently  induced 
to  enter  into  it  by  the  act  of  the  defendants  in  not  correctly 
reading  the  contract  to  him,  and  also  on  the  ground  that  the 
contract  had  been  qualified  by  the  alteration  thereof  by  de- 
fendantSy  an  instruction  that  if  plaintiff  signed  the  original 
contract,  defendants  in  reading  it  to  him  having  fraudulently 
deceived  him,  then  the  contract  was  not  binding,  was  not  er- 
ToneouSy  on  the  theory  that  the  action  was  not  one  for  the 
cancellation  of  a  contract.    Id. 

8eo.  907.    Instmetion  that  contract  was  severable,  and  bro- 
ker entitled  to  oompensatioii  for  one  deal,  proper. 

Evidence  held  conclusive  that  the  contract  by  which  appel- 
lant agreed  to  pay  a  commission  of  one  dollar  per  acre  for 
procuring  contemplated  exchanges  of  real  estate  for  other  prop- 
erty was  not  an  entire  but  a  severable  contract;  the  respond- 
ent was  entitled  to  his  commissions  upon  effecting  one  of  the 
contemplated  trades,  and  the  court  did  not  err  in  so  instruct- 
ing the  jury.  Qoodspeed  v.  Miller,  98  Minn.  457,  108  N.  W. 
817.   See  also  Sec.  496. 

Sec.  96&    Inatniotion  that  propositions  were  eubrtantiany  the 
same,  erroneous,  being  by  different  brokers  and  different. 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  for  commissions,  it 
appeared  that  plaintiff  obtained  for  defendant's  property,  val- 
ued at  $90,000,  an  offer  consisting  of  an  equity  in  certain 
apartment  houses  estimated  at  $60,000,  and  an  equity  in  cer- 
tain dwelling  houses  estimated  at  $30,000,  which  offer  was  de- 
clined; that  plaintiff  thereafter  obtained  from  the  same  per- 
son an  offer  of  an  apartment  house,  and  a  mortgage  for  $30,000 
on  the  property  to  be  taken  from  defendant,  which  was  also 
declined;  and  that  another  broker,  in  ignorance  of  what  plain- 
tiff had  done,  subsequently  obtained  from  the  same  person  the 
offer  of  an  equity  in  an  apartment  house  estimated  at  $15,000, 
and  mortgages  for  $85,000  on  the  property  taken  of  defendant, 
which  defendant  accepted.  Held,  that  the  offer  so  accepted 
was  substantially  different  from  either  of  those  submitted  by 
plaintiff,  and  therefore  an  instruction,  on  the  theory  that  they 
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were  substantially  the  same,  was  misleaduig.     OfownmgAield 
V.  Foster,.  169  Mass.  237,  47  N.  E.  879. 

Sec.  969.  Instruction  proper  that  if  contract  was  altered 
before  purchaser  executed  it,  there  was  no  meeting  of 
minds. 

Where  a  broker,  in  an  action  for  services  in  procuring  de- 
fendant a  purchaser  for  land,  claimed  that  both  parties  had 
signed  duplicate  contracts  of  sale,  and  defendant  claimed  that 
after  signing  the  papers  the  purchaser  took  them  and  signed 
only  after  making  material  alterations  therein,  and  that  he 
thereupon  refused  to  re-execute  the  contracts  as  altered,  and 
that  they  were  never  delivered,  it  was  error  to  refuse  an  in- 
struction that  if,  after  defendant  executed  the  contracts,  they 
were  altered  before  the  purchaser  executed  them,  and  w&re 
never  subsequently  re-executed,  there  was  no  meeting  of  minds. 
Bruce  v.  Hurlhut,  66  N.  Y.  S.  1127,  54  App.  Div.  616;  BaUau 
V.  Bergvendsen,  9  N.  D.  286,  83  N.  W.  10.  See  also  Sec.  996* 
Compare  Sec.  485. 

Sec.  970.  Instruction  erroneous  that  broker  to  find  purchaser 
is  entitled  to  commissions,  though  paid  by  purchaser. 

Plaintiff  was  employed  by  defendant  to  find  a  purchaser  for 
lands,  and  was  also  under  an  agreement  with  certain  prospec- 
live  purchasers  by  which  he  was  to  participate  with  them  in 
the  advantages  of  the  purchase  if  made ;  he  induced  these  pur- 
chasers to  inspect  the  lands,  and  on  their  objecting  to  the 
price,  defendant,  unknown  to  them,  included  the  plaintiff's 
commissions  from  defendant,  urging  them  to  make  the  par- 
chase,  and  finally  induced  them  to  agree  to  do  so;  afterwards, 
when  they  discovered  the  dual  character  of  plaintiff's  agency, 
they  refused  to  consummate  the  contract  and  defendant  re- 
fused to  pay  plaintiff  commissions,  whereupon  he  brought  suit 
therefor.  Held,  that  a  charge  that  if  defendant  employed 
plaintiff  to  find  a  purchaser  at  a  price  which  would  be  satis- 
factory to  defendant  and  the  purchaser,  defendant  could  not 
defeat  the  action  by  proof  that  plaintiff  was  also  to  be  paid 
for  his  services  by  the  purchaser,  was  erroneous.  Green  v. 
Southern  States  Lumber  Co.,  141  Ala.  680,  37  S.  670.  See  also 
Sec.  314. 


PLBADINGS,  YKLUnCE,  BTC.  781 

Sec.  970a.    Erroneous  imrtmction  to  jury  as  to  waiyer. 

"Where  the  only  testimony  as  to  whether  or  not  there  was 
a  modification  of  the  agreement  of  defendant  that  plaintiff, 
a  real  estate  agent,  should  have  a  commission  if  a  trade  of 
defendant's  property  was  made  with  S.,  was  defendant's  tes- 
timony, contradicted  by  plaintiff,  that  after  the  first  attempt 
at  a  trade  had  failed,  he  had  a  conversation  with  plaintiff, 
in  which  plaintiff  said  that  S.  would  not  trade,  and  that  they 
would  drop  the  deal,  and  that  if  defendant  disposed  of  the 
property  himself,  or  through  another  agent,  he  did  not  expect 
a  commission;  that  he  only  expected  one  if  he  closed  the  deal 
himself;  the  only  question  for  the  jury  was  whether  such  con*- 
Tcrsation  occurred,  as,  if  it  did,  plaintiff  would  be  presumed 
to  have  understood  it,  so  that,  the  sale  having  been  consum- 
mated by  another  agent,  it  was  error  to  instruct  that  for  de- 
fendant to  escape  liability  to  plaintiff  he  must  show,  not  only 
that  he  understood  plaintiff  had  waived  his  claim  to  a  com- 
mission, but  also  that  plaintiff  understood  that  he  was  to  waive 
such  claim.    Romans  v.  Thew  (Iowa  Sup.  '09),  120  N.  W.  629, 

Sec.  971.  Instruction  properly  refused  that  if  property-  was 
brought  to  defendant's  notice  in  advance  of  plaintiff's, 
latter  not  entitled  to  recover  share  of  commissions. 
Where,  in  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  to  recover  from 
defendant  one-half  of  the  commissions  received  by  the  latter 
on  a  sale  of  certain  property  for  the  sale  of  which  the  plain- 
tiff was  agent,  the  complaint  alleged  that  plaintiff  brought  the 
property  to  defendant's  notice,  that  the  latter  agreed  to  co- 
operate with  plaintiff  in  the  sale  of  the  property,  and  in  con- 
sideration of  his  bringing  the  same  to  defendant's  notice  and 
of  his  services,  defendant  agreed  to  pay  plaintiff  one-half  of 
the  commissions  received  on  the  sale  of  the  property,  the  court 
properly  refused  to  charge  that  if  the  premises  in  question  were 
brought  to  defendant's  notice  prior  to  the  plaintiff's  bringing 
notice  thereof  to  defendant,  he  could  not  recover  on  the  con- 
tract.   Alden  v.  Robinson,  98  N.  T.  S.  675. 

Sec.  972.    Instruction  to  find  for  defendant  error,  where 
plaintiff  shows  he  induced  buyer  to  make  offer  accepted. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  for  the  sale  of  real  estate,  the 
only  evidence  introduced  was  by  the  plaintiff,  which  showed 
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an  employment  to  boU  knd  at  a  fixed  price;  that  the  agent  in* 
duced  the  purchaser  to  make  an  offer  for  it;  that  the  offer  was 
finally  accepted  upon  a  sale  of  the  property  at  auction  on  the 
terms  of  the  purchaser's  offer  to  the  agent;  there  was  no  no- 
tice of  discharge  from  further  services  given;  and  the  ser- 
vices were  worth  a  certain  sum,  as  fixed  by  the  contract  of 
employment,  which  was  proved.  Held,  that  the  court  erred  in 
giving  peremptory  instructions  at  the  close  of  plaintiff's  tes- 
timony to  find  for  the  defendants.  West  v.  Premtt,  19  Ky. 
L.  E.  1480,  43  S.  W.  467;  Muskotvitz  v.  MiUer,  113  N.  Y.  S. 
1037.   Compare  Sec.  138. 

Sec.  973.    Iniftraetion  that  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  if 
cause  of  sale  error,  where  employment  as  agent  is  in  imoB. 

Where  the  question  whether  -a  real  estate  broker  was  em- 
ployed by  the  owner  is  in  issue  in  an  action  for  broker's  com- 
missions, and  the  evidence  thereon  is  confiicting,  it  is  error  to 
instruct  that  the  broker  is  entitled  to  recover,  if  he  was  the 
procuring  cause  of  sale,  for  the  commissions  as  claimed,  as  the 
instruction  takes  the  question  of  employment  from  the  jury. 
Benedict  v.  PeU,  74  N.  T.  S.  1085,  70  App.  Div.  40. 

Sec.  974.  Instruction  that  if  contract  sued  on  was  different^ 
plaintiff  barred  recovery  error,  is  a  question  of  law. 
In  an  action  by  a  broker  to  recover  ocnunissions  for  finding 
a  purchaser  for  land,  an'  instruction  that  if  the  contract  sued 
on  dinered  from  the  contract  made,  plaintiff  could  not  re- 
cover, was  erroneous,  as  leaving  a  question  of  law  to  the  jury. 
Nichols  V.  Whitacre,  112  Mo.  App.  692,  87  S.  W.  594. 

Sec.   975.    Instruction   on   defendant's   right   to   terminate 
agency,  "broker  entitled  to  finits  of  seed  sown,"  error. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  to  recover  commissions  for  a  sale 
of  land,  it  appeared  that  some  months  after  the  authority  to 
sell  had  been  revoked  for  failure  of  the  broker  to  procure  a 
purchaser,  the  owners  sold  the  land  to  one  with  whom  the  bro- 
ker had  attempted  to  engotiate  a  sale.  Held,  error  to  submit 
the  cause  to  the  jury  to  determine  whether  the  plaintiff  was 
the  efiScient  cause  in  procuring  the  sale,  and,  on  defendant's 
request,  to  charge  that  defendant  had  the  right  to  terminate 
his  employment  at  any  time,  if  he  did  not  within  a  reasonable 
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time  produce  a  piuxshaser^  to  reply:  ^  have  already  charged 
that,  but  that  does  not  prevent  him  from  being  entitled  to  the 
fruits  of  the  seed  he  had  already  sown."  Donavaai  y.<  Weedf 
182  N.  Y.  43,  74  N.  B.  563. 

860.  97Ba.  Erroneoua  instraotion  containing  ezpresBion  of 
opinion  hy  the  court  on  the  weight  of  the  evidence. 
In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions,  the  issue  was 
whether  plaintiff  had  sent  the  purchaser  to  defendant,  and 
there  was  evidence  for  defendant  that  plaintiff  had  told  de- 
fendant that  he  did  not  know  the  purchaser.  The  court  in- 
structed the  jury  that,  if  they  found  any  testimony  to  the 
contrary  of  plaintiff's  assertion  that  he  sent  the  purchaser  to 
defendant,. they  were  at  liberty  to  find  it,  but  if  they  could 
not,  then  they  were  bound  to  take  the  testimony  as  it  stood, 
and  that  they  were  to  examine  the  evidence  and  find  wherein 
or  whereby  there  was  any  testimony  to  the  effect  that  the  pur- 
chaser did  not  go  to  defendant's  house  under  the  direction  of 
plaintiff,  and,  if  they  found  any  such  testimony,  to  consider  it, 
but  if  they  found  no  such  testimony  that  their  duty  was  plain. 
Held,  that  the  charge  was  erroneous  as  an  expression  of  opinion 
by  the  court,  that  there  was  no  testimony  in  the  record  contra- 
dictory to  plaintiff's  assertion  that  he  sent  the  purchaser  to 
defendant.  Barendsen  v.  Wilder  (Mich.  Sup.  '09),  122  N.  W. 
355, 16  D.  L.  N.  529. 

8eo.  976.    Instmction  proper  that  broker  could  not  recover 
unless  principal  knew  he  was  employed  by  seller. 

If,  in  an  action  against  a  buyer  of  land  for  a  broker's  com- 
missions, the  plaintiff's  evidence  leaves  it  doubtful  whether, 
while  acting  for  defendant,  he  also  was  employed  by  A.,  the 
owner  of  the  land,  to  sell  it,  or  simply  had  an  option  on  the 
property  at  the  price  named,  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  have 
the  jury  instructed  that,  '4f  the  plaintiff  acted  as  agent  for 
A.,  without  disclosing  the  fact  that  he  was  such  agent  to  the 
defendant,  he  can  not  recover  a  commission  from  the  defend- 
ant." Carpenter  v.  Fisher,  175  Mass.  9  55  N.  E.  479.  See 
also  Sec  314. 
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Sec.  977.  Instrnction  proper  that  broken  could  not  recover 
unless  defendant  knew  they  would  get  pay  from  the  other 
party. 

On  the  issue,  whether  real  estate  brokers  suing  to  recover 
commissions  for  effecting  an  exchange  of  property,  who  had 
stipulated  for  commissions  from  both  parties,  were  agents  for 
both  parties  so  as  to  forfeit  their  right  to  compensation,  or 
mere  middlemen,  the  court  charged  that  no  recovery  could  be 
had  if  the  contract  was  one  of  agency,  instead  of  that  of  mid- 
dlemen; that  the  brokers  claimed  that  all  they  agreed  to  do 
was  to  find  a  man  willing  to  make  the  trade;  and  that  de- 
fendant claimed  that  they  agreed  to  take  the  property  and  do 
the  best  they  could  with  it;  and  that,  if  defendant's  contention 
were  true,  the  brokers  could  not  recover  commissions,  unless 
defendant  knew,  before  employing  them,  that  they  had  stipu- 
lated for  commissions  from  the  other  party.  Hdd,  that  the 
instruction  was  sufScient.  Friar  v.  SmiUh,  120  Mich.  411,  79 
N.  W.  633,  46  L.  R.  A.  229.    See  also  Sec.  314. 

Sec.  978.  Instruction  that  if  commission  was  to  be  paid,  de- 
fendant would  not  have  sold  and  plaintiff  barred  recovery, 
properly  refused. 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  for  commissions,  in 
which  there  was  evidence  that  the  principal  had  sold  the  prop- 
erty to  a  purchaser  procured  by  the  broker,  an  instruction  that 
the  defendant  would  not  have  sold  the  property  if  he  had 
known  that  he  had  to  pay  plaintiff  a  commission,  plaintiff 

could  not  recover,  was  properly  refused*    Enochs  v.  Paxian, 

87  Miss.  660,  44  S.  14. 

Sec.  979.  Instruction  that  buyer  by  repeating  offer  was  en- 
abling plaintiff  to  recover,  error  as  suggesting  conspiracy. 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  for  a  commission  for 
procuring  a  purchaser  for  a  farm,  who  at  first  stated  to  the 
owner  that  he  would  not  buy  it,  but  who,  on  the  same  day, 
offered  to  take  it  on  the  terms  agreed  on,  an  instruction  that 
he  would  have  no  right  to  return  and  offer  to  take  the  farm 
for  the  mere  purpose  of  collecting  a  commission  from  defend- 
ant, was  erroneous,  as  suggesting  a  conspiracy  between  the 
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broker  and  the  purchaser.    Bailee  v.  McMurrajf,  113  Mo.  App. 
253,  88  S.  W.  157. 

See.  980.    Instnictioxi  to  find  for  plaintiff  if  believed  he  was 
trying  to  sell  land,  not  warranted  by  pleadings. 

Where  a  real  estate  broker,  suing  for  commissions,  alleges 
that  through  his  efforts  the  land  was  sold,  an  instruction  that 
if  the  jury  believe  plaintiff  was  trying  to  sell  the  land,  etc., 
they  should  find  for  him,  is  not  warranted  by  the  pleadings. 
Tarbrough  v.  Creager  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '03),  77  S.  W.  645. 


Sec.  981.    Instruction  proper    defining  distinction  between 
selling  to  broker's  customer  and  to  a  third  par^. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  on  a  sale  of  defendant's  land, 
an  instruction  that  the  jury  should  find  for  the  defendant  if 
the  plaintiff  had  been  unable  to  procure  a  purchaser,  and 
had  abandoned  his  efforts  to  procure  one,  was  not  reversible 
error  for  making  defendant's  rights  dependent  upon  two  states 
of  facts,  either  of  which  was  suflScient  in  itself,  in  view  of  the 
fact  that  plaintiff's  claim  was  that  he  found  a  purchaser  to 
whom  defendant  sold,  pending  plaintiff's  negotiations  for  a 
sale,  and  that  the  court  also  instructed  on  the  distinction  be- 
tween selling  to  the  plaintiff's  customer  and  to  a  third  party. 
Tan  Tobel  v.  Stetson,  32  Wash.  683,  73  P.  788. 

Sec.  982.  Instruction  that  sale  effected  through  broker's 
efforts  is  meritorious,  improper. 
In  an  action  by  real  estate  agents  for  commissions,  a  charge 
that  where  a  sale  is  effected  through  the  efforts  of  a  real 
estate  agent,  ''his  services  are  regarded  in  law  as  highly  meri- 
torious and  beneficial,"  is  improper.  Borne  v.  Qiige,  127  Wis. 
245,  106  N.  W.  1074,  115  Am.  St.  R.  1010. 

Sec.  983.    Instruction  that  broker  must  show  retainer  or  ac- 
ceptance by  principal,  not  usually  prejudicial. 

An  instruction  that  a  broker  must  show  a  retainer  or  that 
the  principal  accepted  his  agency  and  ratified  his  acts,  is  not 
prejudicial  to  the  principal,  although  there  is  no  evidence  of 
ratification,  where  the  jury  was  instructed  as  to  what  is  nee- 
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essary  to  constitnfe  a  ratification.    DunoM  v.  Borden,  13  Colou 
App.  481,  59  P.  60. 

Sec.  984.    Inrtnictioxi  aBsnming  farokar  aoted  for  <l0fBndMt 
erroneous  although  that  aepaarately  submitted. 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  for  commissions,  the  de- 
fendant answered  denying  the  broker's  employment,  and  tes- 
tified that  he  merely  inquired  of  the  broker  if  the  latter  had  a 
customer  who  would  exchange  land  for  the  defendant's  stock; 
that  the  broker  responded  that  he  had;  that  defendant  then 
said  he  was  putting  in  his  own  time  trading,  and  wanted  it 
understood  that  he  would  not  pay  a  commission;  the  court  in- 
structed, if  it  appeared  that  at  defendant's  instance  the  bro- 
ker procured  a  customer,  etc.,  and  that  it  appeared  that  when 
defendant  listed  his  property  with  the  broker,  the  latter  in 
bringing  the  parties  together,  etc.,  was  acting  for  both  of  them. 
Held,  that  the  instruction  was  erroneous  in  assuming  that  the 
broker  was  acting  for  the  defendant,  though  the  issue  as  to 
defendant's  promise  to  pay  a  commission  was  separately  sub- 
mitted.   Casady  v.  Carraher,  119  Iowa,  500,  93  N.  W.  386. 

Sec.  984a.    Imrtraction  to  find  for  plaintiff  held  not  midead- 
ing  when  condition  favoring  defendant  also  given. 

Where,  in  an  action  for  a  broker's  commissions  on  a  sale  of 
real  estate,  the  court  charged  that  the  jury  should  find  for  de- 
fendant, if  a  specified  condition  had  been  imposed  for  the  sale, 
and  the  sale  was  made  without  reference  thereto,  an  instruction 
that  if  the  broker  by  himself,  or  through  his  sub-agent,  pro- 
duced a  purchaser  ready,  able  and  willing  to  buy  on  the  terms 
agreed  on  between  the  broker  and  the  owner,  the  owner  was 
liable,  was  not  misleading,  for,  if  the  specified  condition  had 
been  imposed,  the  charge  required  proof  that  the  sale  had  been 
effected  accordingly.  Hansen  v.  Williams  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '08), 
113  S.  W.  312. 

Sec.  985.    Xnstruction  that  unless  th«7  And  contract  entered 
into  must  find  for  defendant,  insufficient 
In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  agent  for  commissions,  in  which 
defendant  claimed  that  a  contract  to  pay  commissions  was  not 
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made  with  plaintiff  personally,  bnt  with  him  as  agent  of  his 
father,  an  instniction  that  the  first  question  to  determine  was 
whether  the  contract  was  between  plaintiff  and  defendant,  or 
between  plaintiff's  father  and  defendant,  and  that  unless  the 
jury  find  that  the  contract  was  entered  into  between  plaintiff 
and  defendant  they  should  find  for  the  latter,  was  not  a  su£S- 
cient  statement  of  the  principle  that  defendant  was  not  liable 
if  the  contract  was  made  with  the  principal  as  agent.  Snyder 
V.  Fidler,  125  Iowa,  378,  101  N.  W.  130. 

8eo.  086.  Instmotion  that  broker  could  reoarer  if,  when  nego- 
tiations were  broken  off,  buyer  still  intended  to  buy 
erroneous. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  on  a  sale  of  land,  an  instruction 
which  assumes  a  ratification  of  plaintiff's  authority  to  sell,  but 
directs  that  plaintiff  might  recover  if  the  subsequent  sale  of 
the  land  by  the  owner  to  the  same  person  with  whom  plain- 
tiff has  previously  negotiated,  if  at  the  time  negotiations  with 
him  were  broken  off,  the  purchaser  had  not  given  up  the  idea 
of  ultimately  making  the  purchase,  is  erroneous.  OMet  v. 
Carum,  5  Ean«  608.    See  also  Sec.  447. 

See.  086a.  Error  to  refuse  to  Instmot  on  Joint  oontraet  that 
vwdiet  must  be  for  defendant  if  jury  find  oontraet  was 
with  one. 

In  a  suit  against  two  defendants  for  a  broker's  commission  for 
procuring,  a  purchaser  for  lands,  under  a  joint  employment  by  de- 
fendants, it  was  error  to  refuse  to  instruct  that  the  jury  must 
find  for  defendants,  if  one  of  them  alone  employed  plaintiff. 
HandUy  v.  Shaffer,  69  S.  286,  177  Ala.  636. 

Sea  986b.  Charge  of  eanoeQaUon  of  broker's  contract  im- 
properly refused. 

In  an  action  for  a  broker's  commissions,  an  instruction  that 
if  defendant  told  plaintiff,  or  his  partner,  to  take  the  land 
off  the  market,  that  it  was  not  for  sale,  to  find  for  defendant, 
was  improperly  refused,  though  the  court  instructed  in  a  gen- 
eral way  that  plaintiff  could  not  recover  if  defendant  had  with- 
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drawn  anthority  to  sell.    Taylor  v.  Bead  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '08), 
113  S.  W.  191. 

Sec.  987.  InstnictioiL  that  delegated  anthority  can  not  be 
re-delegated,  misleading  and  erroneous. 

Where  a  land  owner  authorized  a  person  to  write  to  an  agent 
authorizing  him  to  sell  real  estate,  which  the  agent  does  pur- 
suant to  the  letter  so  written,  after  which  the  land  owner  dis- 
putes his  authority  to  sell,  an  instruction  that  a  delegated  author- 
ity to  an  agent  to  sell  real  estate  can  not  be  re-del^^ted,  is 
misleading  and  erroneous.  Gross  v.  Schafer,  29  Ean.  442.  See 
Sec.  5  for  acts  which  can  not  be  sub-delegated. 

Sec.  987a.  Prejudicial  error  in  charge  to  jury  recalled  for 
further  instructions. 

An  instruction,  in  an  action  for  a  broker's  commissions,  after 
the  jury  had  been  recalled,  and  had  announced  that  they  were 
not  likely  to  agree  upon  a  verdict,  that  such  trials  were  costly 
to  the  county,  that  if  results  are  not  reached  people  lose  faith 
in  the  ability  of  the  courts  to  deliver  justice;  that  the  single 
question  in  the  case,  which  could  be  solved  readily,  was  whether 
plaintiff,  by  his  sub-agent,  procured  a  customer,  and  whether 
the  parties  dealt,  that  if  so,  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  his  com- 
missions; and  that  the  ease  was  the  simplest  ever  presented 
to  a  jury,  was  prejudicial  error,  as  in  fact  directing  a  ver- 
dict for  plaintiff,  though  the  court  had  previously  instructed 
that  before  the  plaintiff  could  recover  he  must  prove  by  a 
fair  preponderance  of  the  evidence  that  defendant  contracted 
with  him,  or  that  she  authorized  her  husband  to  do  so,  etc 
Ebert  v.  Wilcox,  155  Mich.  69,  118  N.  W,  735,  15  D.  L.  N.  967. 

Sec.  988.  It  was  error  to  refuse  instruction  that  plaintiff's 
employment  to  procure  a  tenant  was  revoked  by  inter- 
view. 

Where,  in  an  action  for  a  broker's  commissions  in  negotiat- 
ing a  hotel  lease,  the  court  charged  that  the  jury  could  find 
for  the  plaintiff,  either  if  plaintiff's  agency  had  been  revoked 
or  if  the  revocation  was  made  in  bad  faith,  the  refusal  of  cer- 
tain instructions,  "that  under  the  evidence  plaintiff's  em- 
ployment to  procure  a  tenant  was  revoked  by  what  took  place 
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in  a  certain  interview  between  plaintiff  and  defendant, ''  could 
not  be  sustained  on  the  theory  that  a  revocation,  if  in  fraud 
of  plaintiff's  rights,  would  not  amount  to  a  revocation.  Cadu 
gun  V.  Crdbtree,  192  Mass.  230,  78  N.  E.  412.    Compare  Sec.  22. 

Sec  989.    Instmcticm  to  find  for  defendant  on  one  itate  of 
facts,  for  plaintiff  on  another,  not  inconsistent. 

An  instruction,  in  an  action  by  a  real  estate  agent  for  com- 
missions, to  find  for  defendant  if  he  employed  plaintiff  to 
sell  his  land  and  agreed  to  pay  him  a  commission,  and  subse- 
quently and  before  the  purchaser  had  been  produced  to  defend- 
ant, or  a  written  contract  secured  by  plaintiff  for  a  sale,  de- 
fendant notified  him  that  he  would,  three  days  later,  take  the 
land  from  his  list,  and  that  he  never  made  any  further  effort 
to  sell;  and  an^  instruction  to  find  for  plaintiff,  if  defendant 
agreed  to  pay  him  a  commission  for  selling  his  land,  and  plain- 
tiff, as  his  agent,  made  a  verbal  contract  with  E.  to  sell  him 
the  land  on  the  stipulated  terms,  and  a  month  later  E.  made 
a  written  contract  with  plaintiff  to  buy  the  land  on  such 
terms,  and  E.  was  financially  able  to  execute  such  contract, 
though  in  the  time  between  the  making  of  the  verbal  and 
written  contracts  defendant  notified  plaintiff  he  had  termin- 
ated his  agency,  are  not  inconsistent,  and  both  are  correct. 
Kesterson  v.  Cheuvront  (Mo.  App.  '02),  70  S.  W.  1091;  Wein- 
man V.  Spencer  (Tex.  C.  A.  '09),  124  S.  W.  209;  Benton  v. 
Brovm  (Iowa  Sup.  '10),  124  N.  W.  815. 

Sec.  990.    Instruction  to  find  for  defendant  if  plaintiff  aban- 
doned employment^  did  not  harm  defendant. 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  agent  for  commissions,  in  which 
it  was  claimed  that  plaintiff  had  abandoned  his  agency,  an 
instruction  that  if  the  jury  believed  he  had  abandoned  the 
agency  he  could  not  recover,  though  faulty  for  failure  to  state 
the  specific  facts  alleged  to  constitute  the  abandonment,  could 
not  have  harmed  defendant.  McCormack  v.  Henderson,  100 
Mo.  App.  647,  75  S.  W.  171. 

8ec.  990a.    Charge  held  not  to  require  a  verdict  for  defendant. 

The  evidence  being  conflicting  as  to  whether  the  property 
was  withdrawn  from  the  market  before  or  after  the  owner's 
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employment  of  the  broker,  a  charge,  in  the  broker's  action  for 
compensation,  that  if,  before  the  broker  submitted  the  prop- 
erty for  sale  to  a  prospective  purchaser,  the  owner  had  re- 
fused the  offer  of  the  prospective  purchaser,  defendant  should 
recover,  did  not  require  a  verdict  for  defendant.  Brady  v. 
Maddox  (Tex.  C.  A.  '09),  124  S.  W.  739. 

8eo.  990b.    Charge  interpreted  not  to  require  the  Jury  to 
ignore  the  special  charges. 

A  general  charge  that  the  jury  should  find  a  verdict  upon 
a  preponderance  of  the  evidence,  under  the  foregoing  charge, 
followed  by  defendant's  special  charges,  was  not  erroneous  as 
requiring  the  jury  to  find  a  verdict  under  the  general  charge 
alone,  and  to  ignore  the  special  chains,  since  the  jury  could 
not  have  understood' that  after  the  special  charges  were  given 
they  were  to  be  ignored.  Brady  v.  Maddox  (Tex.  Civ.  App. 
'09),  124  S.  W.  739. 

Sec.  991.    Instruction  that  broker  only  required  to  find  pur- 
chaser if  land  had  average  quantity  of  timber,  ernmeoua. 

Where  in  an  action  for  a  broker's  services  in  the  selling 
of  timber  land,  a  letter  written  by  defendant  was  silent  as  to 
an  ** average  quantity"  of  timber,  certain  instructions  charg- 
ing that  defendant's  proposition  contained  in  such  letter  only 
required  plaintiff  to  secure  a  purchaser  of  all  land  if  it  con- 
tained an  average  quantity  of  timber,  were  erroneous.  VecAck 
V.  Nomum,  109  Mo.  App.  387,  84  S.  W.  350. 

Sec.  992.    Instruction  that  if  defendant  made  promiae  verdict 
should  be  for  plaintiff,  correct. 

Where  plaintiff  seeks  to  recover  $1,000  for  making  a  sale, 
on  the  ground  that  there  was  a  special  contract  therefor,  there 
is  no  error  in  charging  that  if  defendant  made  the  promise, 
the  verdict  should  be  for  plaintiff,  there  being  no  request  for 
an  instruction  on  the  want  of  consideration,  and  defendant's 
testimony  that,  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  and  before  as  well  as 
afterwards  plaintiff  was  in  his  employ,  and  whatever  services  he 
rendered,  including  any  he  may  have  rendered  in  connec- 
tion with  the  sale,  were  within  the  scope  of  his  said  employ* 
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menty  and  any  snch  special  contract  was  without  consideration, 
being  too  vague  and  uncertain  to  warrant  a  finding  that  the 
special  services  were  within  the  scope  of  any  contract  between 
them  other  than  that  sued  on.  Keyset  v.  BeiUy,  191  Pa.  St.  271, 
43  A.  317,  44  Weekly  N.  C.  240. 

Sec.  993.    Instruotion  that  agent  tbrough  wfaote  effort  buyw 
found  entitled  to  comnuuKdon,  inapplicable  to  proof. 

In  an  custion  by  a  broker  for  commissions,  where  there  was 
no  evidence  that  defendant  had  employed  others  to  make  a 
sale  of  the  property,  an  instruction  that  the  agent,  through 
whose  efforts  a  purchaser  was  found,  is  alone  entitled  to  the 
commissions,  though  legally  correct,  was  erroneous  as  inappli- 
cable to  the  proof.  Leech  v.  Clemons,  14  Colo.  App.  45,  59  P. 
230. 

Sec  994.    Inrtruction  authorizing  finding  against  plaintiff, 
though  procuring  cause  of  sale,  erroneous. 

In  an  action  for  the  commissions  of  a  real  estate  broker,  in- 
structions that  if  plaintiff  and  another  broker  both  had  the 
premises  for  sale,  and  the  other  first  directed  the  purchaser's 
attention  to  the  property,  and  first  visited  the  property  with 
him,  he  was  entitled  to  the  commissions,  though  plaintiff  af- 
terwards took  the  purchaser  to  the  property  and  introduced 
him  to  the  owner,  were  erroneous,  because  authorizing  a  find- 
ing against  plaintiff,  though  he  was  the  procuring  cause  of 
sale,  and  as  such  entitled  to  compensation.  Bowser  v.  Mick, 
29  Ind.  App.  49,  62  N.  E.  513. 

Sec.  994a.    Instruction  erroneous  which  disregards  who  was 
the  procuring  cause  of  the  sale. 

Where,  in  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  for  commissions, 
the  issues  involved  the  question  whether  the  efforts  of  the  bro- 
ker were  the  procuring  cause  of  the  sale,  an  instruction  au- 
thorizing a  recovery  on  a  finding  that  the  broker  was  employed 
to  procure  a  purchaser  and  introduced  a  customer  to  the  owner 
to  whom  a  sale  was  subsequently  made,  without  requiring  a 
finding  that  the  broker  was  the  procuring  cause  of  the  sale 
was  erroneous.    Russell  v.  Poor  (Mo.  App.  *08),  115  S.  W.  1, 
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8ec.  995.  Instmction  held  inconsistent  with  another  that  con- 
tract had  been  ratified. 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  for  conunissions,  a  chai^ 
that  if  the  purchasers  were  accepted  by  defendant  as  satis- 
factory, the  verdict  should  be  for  plaintiff,  but,  if  not,  to  au- 
thorize a  recovery  it  must  be  shown  that  the  purchasers  were 
ready,  willing  and  able  to  perform  their  part  of  the  contract, 
within  a  reasonable  time  from  that  named  therein,  was  incon- 
sistent with  another  charge  that  the  contract  had  been  ratified 
and  confirmed  by  defendant  and  was  binding  on  him.  Flynn 
V.  Jardal,  124  Iowa,  457,  100  N.  W.  326. 

Sec.  996.  Instmction  that  if  plaintiff  materially  altered  con- 
tract, without  defendant's  knowledge,  it  would  not  bind 
him,  not  objectionable. 

In  an  action  for  a  broker's  commissions,  an  instruction  that 
the  sale  contract  contained  the  terms  of  the  sale  and  plain- 
tiff's authority,  and  that  he  had  no  right  to  sell  the  land  on 
any  other  terms,  and  if  he  changed  the  contract,  without  de- 
fendant's knowledge  or  consent,  by  striking  out  the  rate  of 
interest  to  be  paid,  it  was  a  material  alteration,  and  would  not 
bind  defendant,  nor  entitle  plaintiff  to  recover  his  commissions, 
was  not  objectionable,  in  that  it  omitted  to  charge  that,  if 
plaintiff  made  the  change  in  good  faith,  believing  that  it  was 
in  accordance  with  the  understanding  of  the  parties,  there  was 
no  fraud.  Robertson  v.  Yasey,  125  Iowa,  526,  101  N.  W.  271. 
See  also  Sec.  969.  Compare  Sec.  485. 

Sec.  997.  Instmction  that  where  owner  knew,  he  is  not  bound 
to  decide  which  was  procuring  cause,  properly  refused. 

An  instruction  that  an  employer  of  two  or  more  real  estate 
brokers  may  make  a  sale  to  the  buyer  produced  by  either  of 
them,  and  is  not  bound  to  decide  which  of  them  is  the  primary 
cause  of  the  purchase,  is  properly  refused,  where  the  evidence 
shows  that  the  employer  of  two  brokers,  sued  by  one  of  them, 
had  full  notice  that  he  was  the  procuring  cause  of  the  sale. 
Eggleston  v.  Austin,  27  Kan.  245. 
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flee.  998.  Initniotion  that  plaintiff  not  entiUad  to  reoover 
unless  he  sold  at  price  fixed,  correct. 

In  an  action  to  recover  commissions  for  selling  land,  in  which 
defendants  pleaded  in  their  answer  that  the  contract  was  that 
plaintiff  was  to  sell  the  land  and  have  a  commission  of 
one  and  one-half  per  cent,  if  he  sold  it  at  $90  per  acre,  and 
that  they  had  taken  the  land  out  of  the  hands  of  plaintiff  for 
sale  and  sold  it  themselves,  they  can  not  complain  of  an  in- 
struction to  the  jury  to  find  for  them,  if  the  jury  believed 
that  the  only  contract  was  that  if  plaintiff  would  seU  the 
land  for  defendant  at  the  price  of  $90  per  acre  defendants 
would  pay  one  and  one-half  per  cent,  commissions,  and  that 
plaintiff  failed  to  sell  the  land,  or  find  a  buyer  therefor  at  that 
price.  Premtt  v.  Westj  22  Ky.  L.  R  492,  66  S.  W.  884.  See 
also  Sec.  307. 

Sec.  999.  Instmctioni  if  defendant  not  requested  fo  famidi 
abstract  of  title,  plaintiff  not  entitled  to  recover,  properly 
refused. 

In  fn  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions  for  finding  a  pur- 
chaser for  defendant's  land,  plaintiff  claimed  that  defendant 
had  been  required  to  give  an  abstract  of  title,  which  he  had 
not  done,  hence  defeating  the  sale;  defendant  denied  that  he 
had  been  ''requested;"  but  his  evidence  showed  that  the  ab- 
stract '*had  been  required,"  and  the  contract  with  the  broker 
provided  that  '4f  required,"  an  abstract  should  be  furnished. 
Held,  that  defendant  cotdd  not  complain  of  the  refusal  of  an 
instruction  that,  if  defendant  was  not  requested  to  furnish  an 
abstract,  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover.  Bruce  v.  Wolfe, 
102  Mo.  App.  384,  76  S.  W.  723. 

Sec.  1000.  Instruction  erroneous  in  eliminating  question  of 
connection  between  the  transactions. 

Where,  in  an  action  for  a  broker's  services,  plaintiff  claimed 
that  the  defendant  agreed  to  pay  him  $1,000,000  in  case  he 
purchased  a  railroad  which  plaintiff  was  endeavoring  to  sell, 
or  became  interested  therein,  and  plaintiff  claimed  that  tiiere- 
after  defendant  did  become  interested  by  participating  in  a 
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syndicate  by  which  such  railroad  was  consolidated  with  another, 
an  instruction  that  plaintifPs  contention  was  that  defendant 
a^^reed  to  pay  $1,000,000  if  he  went  in  with  any  one  else  in 
the  purchase  of  the  property,  and  that  when  he  participated 
in  the  syndicate,  ^'he  did  go  in  with  somebody  else,  and  there- 
fore became  indebted  to  him  in  the  sum  of  $1,000,000,"  was 
erroneous,  in  eliminating  the  question  whether  there  was  any 
connection  between  the  transaction  with  the  defendant  and  the 
purchase  of  the  road  by  the  syndicate  of  which  he  afterwards 
became  a  member.  Hingis  v.  Fitzgerald,  95  N.  Y.  S.  436,  106 
App.  Div.  24. 

Sec.  1001.    Instruction  erroneous,  which  confines  to  one  inter- 
pretation, where  terms  of  contract  are  in  dispute. 

Where  the  contract  between  the  broker  and  his  principal  is 
oral,  and  its  terms  are  in  dispute,  it  is  error  to  instruct  the 
jury,  that  if  the  plaintiff  brought  the  purchaser  to  the  notice 
of  the  seller  he  is  entitled  to  commissions,  and  that  that  was 
the  only  question  for  them  to  determine,  unless,  under  the  only 
reasonable  interpretation  of  which  the  language  of  the  parties 
was  susceptible,  in  the  light  of  the  circumstances,  that  was  all 
he  was  required  to  do  to  earn  the  commissions.  Henderson  v. 
Sonneborn,  30  Pa.  Sup.  Ct.  182. 

Sec.  1001a.    Erroneous  qualification  in  charge  to  jury. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions  on  a  sale  of  land, 
it  was  error  to  qualify  an  instruction  that  plaintiff  could  not 
recover  if  he  was  acting  for  both  parties,  by  the  statement: 
'^Unless  his  double  employment  was  understood,"  without  stat- 
ing, that  it  must  appear  the  buyer  knew,  or  had  been  informed 
by  plaintiff  of  his  relation  to  defendant;  since  the  jury  might 
have  inferred  that  even  if  defendant  knew  plaintiff  was  the 
agent  of  the  buyer,  and  unless  plaintiff  fraudulentiy  induced 
him  to  believe  that  he  was  serving  only  in  his  interest,  the  fail- 
ure to  disclose  to  the  buyer  the  employment  by  defendant 
would  not  bar  recovery.  8ulliv<m  v.  Tufts  (Mass.  Sup.  W), 
89  N.  E.  239. 
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8ee»  1002.  Instniotion  that  oontraot  was  invalid,  mlHleadliig 
and  prejndidaL 

Plaintiff  claimed  that  defendant  had  promised  to  pay  a  cer- 
tain siun  on  his  procuring  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  his  land, 
and  that  he  had  done  so;  defendant  contended  that  he  had  so 
promised,  provided  the  sale,  as  agreed  on,  should  be  consummated. 
Held,  that  the  question  whether  the  contract  of  sale  could  be 
legally  enforced  was  immaterial,  under  the  issues,  and  an  instruc- 
tion that  it  was  invalid  was  misleading  and  prejudicial.  Baird  v. 
Qleckler,  11  S.  D.  233,  76  N.  W.  931. 

See.  1002a.  Where  broker's  efforts  indnoed  sale  where  pre- 
vious efforts  of  owner  failed,  charge  by  owner  that,  to  re- 
cover, broker  must  have  prooured  purchaser  properly,  re- 
fused as  misleading. 

In  an  action  to  recover  real  estate  conmiissions  for  a  sale  al- 
leged to  have  been  made  by  the  owner  as  a  result  of  the  plain- 
tiff's efforts,  following  alleged  promise  by  the  owner  to  pay  the 
plaintiff  such  commission,  after  the  owner  had  failed  to  effect  a 
sale  to  such  purchaser  with  whom  he  had  originally  negotiated, 
without  any  introduction  by  the  plaintiff,  an  instruction  making 
it  essential  to  a  recovery  that  the  purchaser  should  have  been 
originally  procured  by  the  plaintiff;  held,  properly  refused  as 
misleading.    O'Connor  v.  Kennedy,  200  111.  App.  426. 

Instruction  that  plaintiff  ^^is  entitled  to  recover  if  he  was  in- 
strumental in  bringing  the  buyer  and  seller  together;''  held  cor- 
rect, and  not  open  to  the  objection  that  the  jury  might  have  in- 
ferred that  it  meant  a  mere  physical  bringing  together.    Id. 

Sec  1003.  Erroneous  instruction  not  cured  by  requiring  a 
finding  that  a  contract  still  existed. 

Where  a  broker's  contract  for  services  required  a  sale  of 
nineteen  quarter-sections  of  land  within  thirty  days,  at  $9  per 
acre,  the  broker  to  receive  one  dollar  per  acre  commission,  an 
instruction,  in  an  action  for  commissions  on  the  contract,  that 
if  the  jury  found  that  plaintiff  procured  a  purchaser  for  all 
the  land  within  the  time,  who  was  able,  ready  and  willing  to 
purchase,   then  plaintiff  was  entitled  to   recover  the   amount 
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claimed,  though  only  sixteen  quarter-sections  were  sold  to  the 
procured  purchaser,  and  by  the  owner  himself,  for  a  less  sam 
than  the  price  fixed  in  the  contract,  was  not  cured  by  a  pro- 
viso requiring  the  jury  to  find  that  at  the  time  the  sale  was 
finally  consummated  there  still  existed  a  contract  between  plain- 
tiff and  defendant  to  pay  one  dollar  per  acre  oommissioDS. 
Ball  V.  Dolan,  18  S.  D.  558,  101  N.  W.  719. 

8eo.  1004.    Wli6re  agent  testilled  owner  agreed  to  all  sales,  tt 
was  error  to  instruct  for  defendant  as  to  any. 

Where  an  agent  testified  that  the  owner  agreed  to  the  prices 
at  which  he  sold  the  different  tracts,  it  would  be  error  to  in- 
struct the  jury  to  find  for  the  defendant  as  to  any  of  the  traeta. 
McLane  v.  Ooode  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '02),  68  S.  W.  707. 

Sec.  1006.    Instmction  proper,  that  if  plaintiff  aided  and  as- 
sisted  in  sale  of  railway,  defendant  was  liable. 

In  an  action  to  recover  for  services  in  promoting  the  sale  of  a 
street  railway,  it  was  proper  to  instruct  the  jury  that  defend- 
ant was  liable  if  they  found  that  plaintiff  aided  and  aasLsted  in 
the  negotiations  with  the  prospective  vendee,  where  this  was 
the  gist  of  the  undertaking  sued  on.  Alexander  v.  Wnkefidd 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.  '02),  69  S.  W.  77. 

Sea  1005a.    Instmction  defining  word  ''solicit''  upheld. 

An  instruction  in  an  action  for  commissions  as  sales  agent, 
that  the  word  ''solicit,"  as  used  in  the  contract,  meant  to 
seek  for,  and  that  it  was  incumbent  upon  plaintiff  to  show 
that  he  endeavored  to  obtain  purchasers  for  defendant,  per- 
sons who,  in  fact,  did  purchase;  that  it  was  not  necessary  for 
plaintiff  to  show  that  the  purchasers  made  the  trip  solely  upon 
his  solicitation,  but  that  if  the  sale  was  made  to  them  on  ac- 
count of  former  dealings  of  defendant  with  them,  through 
plaintiff's  agency  at  the  place  where  plaintiff  resided,  and  that 
plaintiff  aided  and  assisted  in  bringing  them  together,  and 
encouraged  and  endeavored  to  induce  the  purchasers  to  make 
the  trip,  this  would  be  a  solicitation  by  plaintiff,  entitling  him 
to  commissions  on  the  sale,  imposed  ui)on  plaintiff  every  bur- 
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den  Testing  upon  him  to  entitle  him  to  lecoTer.     CurUe  T. 
Reeves  (Neb.  Sup.  '09),  123  N.  W.  420. 

Sec.  1006.    Inrtniotion  for  plaintiff  erroneoos,  where  the  evi- 
dence is  conflicting. 

In  an  action  for  services  rendered  in  purchasing  property 
where  there  was  a  conflict  in  the  evidence  as  to  whether  or 
not  plaintiff  had  performed  the  services  which  he  was  em- 
ployed to  perform,  a  charge  authorizing  a  recovery  for  plain- 
tiff, without  requiring  the  jury  to  find  that  he  had  performed 
the  stipulated  services,  was  erroneous.  St.  Louis,  S.  W.  P.  Co. 
of  Texas  v.  Irvine  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '05),  89  S.  W.  428;  Trees 
v.  MUliken  (Ind.  App.  'OS),  85  N.  E.  123. 

8ec.  1007.    Instruction  erroneons  which  leaves  the  jury  to  de- 
termine what  constitutes  a  valuable  consideration. 

Plaintiff,  as  broker,  sold  a  ranch  for  defendant,  a  farm 
being  taken  in  exchange  for  part  of  the  price;  defendant  re- 
fused to  pay  any  commissions  on  the  value  of  the  farm;  after 
the  sale  of  the  farm  plaintiff  sued  for  commissions  thereon, 
claiming  that  he  had  accepted  the  settlement  as  to  commis- 
sions on  the  sale  of  the  ranch,  on  an  agreement  for  a  commis- 
sion on  the  sale  of  the  farm;  defendant  claimed  that,  while 
he  had  authorized  plaintiff  to  assist  in  selling  the  farm,  it 
jvras  sold  by  defendant  himself;  the  court  instructed  that  if  a 
Mntract  for  commissions  on  a  sale  of  the  farm  was  made  for 
a  '^ valuable  consideration,"  and  plaintiff  complied  with  his 
contract,  and  the  farm  was  sold  ''at  a  price  and  upon  terms 
acceptable  to  defendant,"  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover, 
and  refused  to  instruct  that  ''if  defendant  failed  to  pay  all 
the  commissions  for  the  sale  and  exchange  of  the  ranch,  and 
the  parties  agreed  in  lieu  thereof,  he  was  to  have  a  commis- 
sion on  the  sale  of  the  farm,"  etc.,  "plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
recover."  Held,  that  there  was  error  in  the  giving  and  re- 
fusing of  the  instructions,  the  jury  having  been  left  to  deter- 
mine what  would  be  a  valuable  consideration,  and  the^  words 
"at  a  price  and  on  terms  acceptable  to  defendant"  being  su- 
perfluous and  probably  misleading.  Harrison  v.  Houston  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.  W),  91  S.  W.  647. 
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Sec.  1008.    Instrnctioii  properly  refoBed  which  Ignored  plain* 
tiff's  theory  of  cause  of  sale. 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  for  his  commissions  in 
securing  a  purchaser,  an  instruction  is  properly  refused  which 
ignores  plaintiff's  theory  that  the  efficient  cause  of  the  sale 
was  the  vendor's  representative  acting  with  him  and  accepting 
his  services,  with  knowledge  of  his  occupation,  although  such 
representative  may  have  acted  with  other  agents  in  some  mat- 
ters respecting  the  sale.  J.  P.  Watkins  Land  &  Mtg.  Co,  v. 
Thetford   (Tex.  Civ.  App.   '06),  96  S.  W.  72. 

Sec.  1009.    Instruction  properly  refused  that  broker  to  eazn 
commissions  must  notify  his  principal. 

Where,  in  an  action  for  a  division  of  a  broker's  commissioiis, 
the  contract  between  the  parties  provided  that  if  plaintiff  would 
''assist"  in  obtaining  a  purchaser  he  should  be  ehtitled  to  one- 
half  the  commissions  earned,  an  instruction  that  unless  tiie 
person  claiming  the  commissions  find  such  purchaser  and  com- 
municate the  fact  to  the  other  party  at  the  time,  he  can  not 
recover,  was  properly  refused.  McCleary  v.  WiUis,  35  Wash. 
676,  77  P.  1073.  See  also  Sec.  799. 

Sec.  1009a.    Failure  to  instruct  as  to  notice  held  not  error. 

In  an  action  for  a  commission  on  a  sale  of  land,  an  offer  to 
show  that  there  was  a  supplemental  contract,  and  that  by  an 
oversight,  mistake  or  fraud,  a  stipulation  that  plaintiff's  right 
to  sell  the  land  should  expire  at  a  time  which  had  passed,  was 
omitted  from  the  writing,  contains  no  offer  to  prove  notice  of 
revocation  of  plaintiff's  right,  and  a  failure  to  instruct  as  to 
what  constitutes  such  notice  is  not  error.  Hoffner  v.  Chawr 
bers,  121  Pa.  St.  84,  15  A.  492. 

Sec.  1010.    Instruction  erroneous  that  commission  was  not  to 
be  paid  unless  sale  consummated. 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  for  commissions,  it  ap- 
peared that  the  owner  authorized  plaintiff  to  sell  certain  real 
estate  for  $41,000,  agreeing  to  pay  a  commission;  plaintiff 
claimed  the  making  of  a  verbal  modification  to  the  effect  that 
he  should  receive  the  commission,  without  regard  to  price,  which 
modification  is  denied;  a  contract  was  introduced  in  evidence 


PLBADIKGS^  PBAOnCB,  ETO.  799 

between  the  owner  and  another  for  a  sale  for  $40^000,  bnt  it 
was  claimed  that  certain  interlineations  in  the  contract  were 
made  after  it  had  been  signed  by  the  owner,  and  that  he  never 
agreed  to  it  in  its  altered  condition;  there  was  also  evidence 
that  plaintiff  procured  a  purchaser  for  $42,000,  but  the  owner 
refused  to  perform.  Held,  that  it  was  error  to  instruct  that  the 
commission  was  not  to  be  paid  unless  the  sale  was  consum- 
mated, and  that  the  risk  of  failure  was  wholly  on  the  broker. 
Bruce  v.  Eurlbut,  81  N.  Y.  S.  54,  81  App.  Div.  311.  See  also 
Sec.  969. 

Sec.  1011.    Instruction  that  if  broker  changed  contract  believ- 
ing defendant  would  see  before  signing,  not  prejudicial 
to  plaintiff. 
In  an  action  for  broker's  commissions,  an  instruction  that 
if  the  broker  caused  a  change  to  be  made  in  the  contract,  be- 
lieving that  defendant  would  see  the  change  when  the  contract 
was  delivered  to  him,  then  the  defense  of  fraud  on  the  part 
of  the  broker  in  so  changing  the  contract  was  not  sufficiently 
established  to  defeat  plaintiff's  claim  for  commissions,  was  not 
prejudicial  to  plaintiff.     Robertson  v.   Vasey,  125  Iowa,  526, 
101  N.  W.  271. 

Sec.  1012.  Instruction  that  to  entitle  him  to  commissions^  the 
broker  must  have  acted  in  good  faith,  is  proper. 
Where  the  evidence  tended  to  show  an  interest  on  the  part 
of  a  real  estate  broker  in  the  omtract  of  purchase,  an  instruc- 
Haa  that  to  entitle  him  to  commissions  he  must  have  acted 
in  good  faith  and  in  the  interest  of  his  employer.  Held,  not 
erroneous.    Buck  v.  Hogeboom,  125  Neb.  526,  90  N.  W.  635. 

Sec.  1013.    Instruction,  in  answer  to  question  by  fcnreman,  that 
jury  not  bound  by  any  rule  in  fixing  damages,  error. 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  for  commissions,  it  was 
error  to  tell  the  jury,  in  answer  to  a  question  by  their  fore- 
man, that  they  were  not  bound  by  any  rule  in  fixing  damages, 
as  the  court  should  have  charged  them  that  the  rule  was  the 
customary  commissions  in  such  cases,  or,  if  the  evidence  was 
insufficient  on  that  question,  what  would  be  a  fair  compensa- 
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tion.    Hartman  ▼.  Warner,  75  Coiul  197,  62  A.  719.    See  Sec. 
300. 

teo.  1014.    Initmctioii  proper,  that  if  plaintilf  aittOed  to 
commuBioiifli  jury  ahoiild  determine  their  Yalne. 

In  an  action  for  a  broker's  services,  it  was  proved  that  the 
value  of  plaintiff's  services  for  furnishing  a  purchaser  of  the 
land  was  one  dollar  per  acre,  and  that  it  was  worth  the  same 
for  ''selling;"  defendant's  answer  admitted  plaintiff's  services 
in  ''selling"  the  land,  and  the  case  was  tried  on  the  theory 
that  the  services  in  "selling"  or  "furnishing  a  purchaser" 
were  the  same.  Held,  that  the  court  did  not  err  in  chaining 
that,  if  the  jury  found  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  a  com- 
mission for  services  in  "selling"  the  land,  it  should  determine 
the  value  thereof.  WaUick  v.  Lynch  (Iowa  Sup.  '06),  106  N. 
W.  617. 

Sec.  1015.   Instruction  rightly  refused,  that  if  entitled  to  any- 
thing broker  confined  to  a  quantum  meruit. 

In  an  action  for  services  as  a  broker  in  procuring  defend- 
ant a  contract  to  purchase  land,  a  request  for  a  ruling  that 
the  plaintiff  could  not  recover  more  than  a  quanium  meruit  for 
his  services  as  a  broker,  if  entitled  to  recover  anything,  was 
held  rightly  refused,  as  it  assumed  that  plaintiff  had  been 
acting  as  a  broker,  while  the  question  whether  he  had  been  so 
acting  or  not  was  in  issue,  and  as  it  disregarded  the  plaintiff's 
claim  that  there  was  a  special  agreement  between  llie  defend- 
ant and  himself,  of  which  there  was  evidence  for  the  jury. 
Graves  v.  DiU,  159  Mass.  74,  34  N.  E.  336. 

Sec.  1016a.    Instruction  held  properly  refused. 

An  instruction  that  a  real  estate  agent  is  not  entitled  to 
recover  for  his  services  if  he  failed  to  accomplish  the  sale, 
and  the  vendee  was  induced  to  reconsider  his  resolution  and 
purchase  by  another  agent,  notwithstanding  the  vendee  might 
never  have  looked  at  the  property  or  thought  of  buying  it  but 
for  plaintiff,  "as  his  agency  was  not  the  immediate  and  effi- 
cient cause  of  the  sale,"  was  properly  refused,  where  there 
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was  no  evidence  that  another  agent  was  instrumental  in  ef- 
fecting the  sale,  and  also,  because  the  jury  were  likely  to  mis- 
understand the  last  clause,  and  regard  it  as  an  independent 
part  of  the  instruction.    Solomon  v.  Cress,  29  P.  439,  22  Or.  177. 

Sec.  1016.  Instmction  anthorudng  recovery  upon  either  of  two 
hypotheses,  not  in  conflict. 

In  an  action  for  a  broker's  commissions  against  stockhold- 
ers of  a  brewing  company  for  a  sale  of  its  property,  where 
the  evidence  showed  that  the  debts  of  the  company  were  about 
$30,000,  that  the  purchasers  assumed  this  indebtedness,  reliev- 
ing defendants  from  any  liability  thereon,  and  that  by  the 
vnritten  contract  of  sale  the  purchasers  relieved  defendants  of 
all  personal  liability  on  the  obligations  of  the  company,  not 
to  exceed  $30,000,  there  was  no  conflict  between  instructions 
authorizing  a  recovery  of  ten  per  cent,  of  the  debts  of  the  com- 
pany from  which  the  defendants  were  to  be  relieved  as  sure- 
ties, and  one  authorizing  a  recovery  of  ten  per  cent,  of  the 
debts  of  every  kind  of  the  company.  Morgan  v.  Keller,  194 
Mo.  663,  92  S.  W.  75. 

Sec.  1017.  Instruction  proper,  where  some  sales  are  admitted, 
to  award  commissionB,  though  no  contract  be  proved. 

Where  plaintiff  alleged  a  contract  for  commissions  and  sales 
made  thereunder,  and  defendant  denied  the  contract,  but  ad- 
mitted some  of  the  sales  and  that  he  was  indebted  to  plaintiff 
in  a  reasonable  sum  for  commissions  thereon,  an  instruction 
that^  if  the  jury  did  not  find  that  there  was  a»  contract^  then 
they  should  award  plaintiff  reasonable  commissions,  was  proper, 
such  issue  being  raised  by  defendant.  Wheeler  v.  Biick,  23 
Wash.  679,  63  P.  566. 

Sea  1018.  Instruction  that  if  sales  were  made  within  con* 
tract  to  pay  commissions  to  plaintiff,  is  sufficiently 
definite. 

In  an  action  for  a  broker's  commissions,  the  court's  charge, 
that  if  the  purchasers  went  to  South  Dakota,  by  reason  of 
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plaintiff's  introduction  to  defendant^  and  examined  the  lands 
defendant  had  for  sale,  and  if  defendant  participated  in  the 
business  resulting  in  sales,  then  the  sales  were  made  by  defend- 
ant within  his  c<»itract  to  pay  to  plaintiff,  was  a  sufficiently 
definite  instruction  on  the  issue,  of  the  manner  in  which  de- 
fendant must  have  sold  the  land  in  order  to  render  himself 
Uable.    Murphy  v.  HUibridle,  132  Iowa,  114,  109  N.  W.  471. 


8eo.  1019.    Lurtmotion  erronaouSi  as  quwtion  of  brokv's  au- 
thority was  for  the  jury. 

Where  a  fruit  farm  was  listed  for  sale  with  a  real  estate 
agent,  who,  in  turn,  listed  it  with  another  agent,  and  there 
was  evidence  tending  to  show  authority  of  the  latter  to  make 
representations  relating  to  the  farm,  the  court  should  not  have 
instructed  that  the  owner  was  bound  by  representations  made 
by  him,  but  should  have  submitted  the  question  of  his  authority 
to  the  jury.  Mailer  v.  Jeffries,  145  Mich.  598,  108  N.  W.  994, 
13  D.  L.  N.  600. 

Sec.  1019a.   Instmction  erroneous  that  invades  the  province  of 
the  jury. 

An  instruction  in  an  action  for  commissions  for  selling  land 
selecting  language  that  the  parties  used,  that  might  be  evidence 
of  the  annulment  of  a  contract,  and  informing  the  jury  of  its 
probative  effect,  would  have  been  on  the  weight  of  the  evidence, 
and  an  invasion  of  the  province  of  the  jury*  IftffiifM  ▼•  6M«i 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.  W),  120  S.  W.  1046. 
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Bee.  1020.    Imtaniotioii  where  oontraot  wag  for  sale  to  certain 
party,  which  failed,  plaintiff  could  not  recover. 

There  being  evidence  that  defendant  only  contracted  with 
plaintiff  with  reference  to  a  sale  to  a  certain  party,  which  sale 
fell  through,  defendant  was  entitled  to  a  charge  that  plaintiff 
could  not  recover  if  the  contract  was  so  lindted.  Wefd  v. 
Siillman,  151  Ala.  249,  44  S.  203. 

Sec.  1021    Instniction  erroneons^  iidiich  relied  on  usage^  in 
not  requiring  the  jury  to  find  the  existence  thereof. 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  for  commissions  for  sell- 
ing a  leasehold,  plaintiff's  prayer  for  an  instruction  which 
relied  on  usage  and  custom  to  fix  the  amount  to  which  he  was 
^ititled,  was  erroneous  in  not  requiring  the  jury  to  find  the 
existence  of  a  uniform  and  notorious  custom  regulating  the 
compensation  of  agents  making  sales  of  leaseholds.  Oro9Cv/p  v. 
Downey,  105  Md.  273,  65  A.  930. 

8ec«  1022.    Instruction  erroneouSi  that  because  husband  had 
charge  of  real  estate,  had  authority  to  employ  a  broker. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  for  selling  real  estate,  an  in- 
struction that  if  defendant's  husband  ^'waa  agent  in  charge  of 
said  property,  and  for  the  sale  of  the  same,  and  defendant's 
said  agent  employed  plaintiff"  to  procure  a  purchaser,  and 
the  property  was  sold  by  defendant  to  a  purchaser  procured  by 
plaintiff,  he  was  entitled  to  recover,  was  erroneous,  in  that  it  in 
effect  instructed  the  jury,  as  a  matter  of  law,  that  if  defend- 
ant's husband  was  the  agent  in  charge  of  said  property  and 
for  the  sale  of  the  same,  he  had  authority  to  employ  another 
to  procure  a  purchaser.    Id.    See  also  Sec.  39. 

Sec.  1023.    Instruction  properly  refused,  to  find  for  plaintiff, 
where  UabiU^  <tf  defendant  was  for  the  jury. 

An  instruction  requested  by  plaintiffs,  in  an  action  by  real 
estate  agents  for  commissions,  that,  though  the  jury  find  it  was 
agreed  between  plaintiffs  and  defendants  that  commissions 
should  not  be  paid  unless  defendants  actually  traded  a  cer- 
tain building  for  a  ranch  controlled  by  plaintiffs  and  passed 
ttile,  yet  if  they  find  that  it  was  the  act  of  defendants  which 
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Sec.  996.  InBtraction  held  inconsistent  with  another  that  con- 
tract had  been  ratified. 
In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  for  commissions,  a  charge 
that  if  the  purchasers  were  accepted  by  defendant  as  satis- 
factory, the  verdict  should  be  for  plaintiff,  but,  if  not,  to  au- 
thorize a  recovery  it  must  be  shown  that  the  purchasers  were 
ready,  willing  and  able  to  perform  their  part  of  the  contract, 
within  a  reasonable  time  from  that  named  therein,  was  incon- 
sistent with  another  charge  that  the  contract  had  been  ratified 
and  confirmed  by  defendant  and  was  binding  on  him.  Flynn 
V.  Jardal,  124  Iowa,  457,  100  N.  W.  326. 

Sec.  996.  Instruction  that  if  plaintiff  materially  altered  con- 
tract, without  defendant's  knowledge,  it  would  not  bind 
him,  not  objectionable. 

In  an  action  for  a  broker's  commissions,  an  instruction  that 
the  sale  contract  contained  the  terms  of  the  sale  and  plain- 
tiff's authority,  and  that  he  had  no  right  to  sell  the  land  on 
any  other  terms,  and  if  he  changed  the  contract,  without  de- 
fendant's knowledge  or  consent,  by  striking  out  the  rate  of 
interest  to  be  paid,  it  was  a  material  alteration,  and  would  not 
bind  defendant,  nor  entitle  plaintiff  to  recover  his  commissions, 
was  not  objectionable,  in  that  it  omitted  to  charge  that,  if 
plaintiff  made  the  change  in  good  faith,  believing  that  it  was 
in  accordance  with  the  understanding  of  the  parties,  there  was 
no  fraud.  Robertson  v.  Vasey,  125  Iowa,  526,  101  N.  W.  271. 
See  also  Sec.  969.  Compare  Sec.  485. 

Sec.  997.  Instruction  that  where  owner  knew,  he  is  not  bound 
to  decide  which  was  procuring  cause,  properly  refused. 

An  instruction  that  an  employer  of  two  or  more  real  estate 
brokers  may  make  a  sale  to  the  buyer  produced  by  either  of 
them,  and  is  not  bound  to  decide  which  of  them  is  the  primary 
cause  of  the  purchase,  is  properly  refused,  where  the  evidence 
shows  that  the  employer  of  two  brokers,  sued  by  one  of  them, 
had  full  notice  that  he  was  the  procuring  cause  of  the  sale. 
JEggleston  v.  Austin,  27  Kan.  245. 


PLEADINGS,  PBACTICE,  ETC.  798 

860.  998.  Inftmotion  fhat  plaintiiT  not  entitled  to  reoover 
nnless  he  sold  at  price  fixed,  oorrect. 

In  an  action  to  recover  commissions  for  selling  land,  in  wUcli 
defendants  pleaded  in  their  answer  that  the  contract  was  that 
plaintiff  was  to  sell  the  land  and  have  a  commission  of 
one  and  one-half  per  cent,  if  he  sold  it  at  $90  per  acre,  and 
that  they  had  taken  the  land  out  of  the  hands  of  plaintiff  for 
sale  and  sold  it  themselves,  they  can  not  complain  of  an  in- 
struction to  the  jury  to  find  for  them,  if  the  jury  believed 
that  the  only  contract  was  that  if  plaintiff  would  sell  the 
land  for  defendant  at  the  price  of  $90  per  acre  defendants 
would  pay  one  and  one-half  per  cent,  commissions,  and  that 
plaintiff  failed  to  sell  the  land,  or  find  a  buyer  therefor  at  that 
price.  Prewitt  v.  West,  22  Ky.  L.  B.  492,  65  S.  W.  884.  See 
also  Sec.  307. 

8eo.  999.  Instruction,  if  defendant  not  requested  lo  fnmidi 
abstract  of  title,  plaintiff  not  entitled  to  recover,  properly 
reftumL 

In  fin  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions  for  finding  a  pur- 
chaser for  defendant's  land,  plaintiff  claimed  that  defendant 
had  been  required  to  give  an  abstract  of  title,  which  he  had 
not  done,  hence  defeating  the  sale;  defendant  denied  that  he 
had  been  ''requested;"  but  his  evidence  showed  that  the  ab- 
stract **had  been  required,"  and  the  contract  with  the  broker 
provided  that  ''if  required,"  an  abstract  should  be  furnished. 
Held,  that  defendant  could  not  complain  of  the  refusal  of  an 
instruction  that,  if  defendant  was  not  requested  to  furnish  an 
abstract,  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover.  Bruce  v.  Wolfe, 
102  Mo.  App.  384,  76  S.  W.  723. 

Sec.  1000.  Instruction  erroneous  in  eliminating  question  of 
connection  between  the  transactions. 

Where,  in  an  action  for  a  broker's  services,  plaintiff  claimed 
that  the  defendant  agreed  to  pay  him  $1,000,000  in  case  he 
purchased  a  railroad  which  plaintiff  was  endeavoring  to  sell, 
or  became  interested  therein,  and  plaintiff  claimed  that  there- 
after defendant  did  become  interested  by  participating  in  a 
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eompensation  or  giving  his  services  gratuitously  beeause  of  Ids 
interest  in  the  adjoining  property.  Kirchner  v.  Concord  Inv. 
Co.,  127  Mo.  App.  262,  104  S.  W.  1127. 

8«e.  1028.  Instmetion  ignoring  whether  plaintiff's  efforts  had 
oeased  or  his  agency  revoked,  error. 

Where,  in  an  action  for  a  broker's  commissions,  there  was 
evidence  that  plaintiff's  agency  had  been  revoked  before  defend- 
ant began  negotiations  with  the  purchaser,  while  plaintiff's 
evidence  indicated  that  such  revocation  was  made  with  knowl- 
edge that  it  was  through  plaintiff's  efforts  the  purchase  was 
made,  an  instruction  ignoring  the  question  whether  plaintiff's 
alleged  efforts  to  sell  the  land  had  not  been  abandoned  or  his 
agency  revoked  before  defendant  and  the  purchaser  met,  was 
erroneous.  Christian  v.  McDonneU,  127  Mo.  App.  630,  106  S. 
W.  1104. 

See.  1028a.  Not  error  for  the  court  to  charge  that  if  sale  made 
to  broker's  customer  after  he  abandoned  negotiatioDs  lie 
was  not  entitled  to  commissions. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions,  the  court  did  not 
err,  as  against  the  owner,  in  modifying  an  instruction  requested 
by  him,  that  the  broker  could  not  recover  if  he  did  not  agree 
on  the  terms  of  sale  with  the  one  who  purchased  from  the  owner, 
though  the  broker  procured  the  sale,  by  adding  that  he  oould 
not  recover  if  the  sale  was  made  after  he  abandoned  the  negotia- 
tions or  the  person  with  whom  he  was  negotiating  declined  to 
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purchase.    SHewel  v.  Laily,  89  Ark.  195,  115  S.  W.  1134.    See 
also  Sec.  558. 

Sec.  1028b.    Error  not  to  allow  owner  to  offer  proof  contra- 
dicting that  offered  by  broker. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commission  for  procuring  pur- 
chaser; held,  that  the  petition,  though  alleging  that  defendants, 
vendors,  through  the  plaintiff,  executed  the  contract  of  sale,  must 
be  deemed  to  have  asserted  that  the  contract  of  sale  was  executed 
pursuant  to  the  enlistment  contract;  hence,  where  evidence  showed 
that  terms  of  sale  were  contrary  to  the  enlistment  contract,  and 
the  broker  introduced  oral  statements  authorizing  a  sale  on  dif- 
ferent terms,  it  was  error  to  refuse  to  allow  the  vendor  to  offer 
evidence  in  contradiction  thereof,  on  the  theory  that,  since  he  did 
not  deny  knowing  the  fact  of  broker's  authority  to  execute  a  con- 
tract he  should  not,  under  Bev.  Stat.  1911,  art.  1906,  sec.  3710, 
on  trial  offer  proof  in  denial.  Peeples  v.  Oriffith,  214  S.  W.  561, 
—  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

Where  defendant  claimed  that,  when  informed  of  plaintifPa 
offer,  he  told  plaintiff  that  the  property  had  been  sold  through 
other  brokers,  and  that  contract  would  be  secured  on  the  follow- 
ing day,  it  was  error  to  exclude  in  evidence  a  contract  of  sale, 
apparently  executed  on  the  following  day,  pursuant  to  alleged 
prior  acceptance  of  offer.  Duff  S  Conger  v.  Makley,  175  N.  Y. 
Sup.  777. 

Sec.  1029.   Xnttmction  to  find  for  architect^  if  claim  beUeved, 
erroneona  for  not  anbmitting  defendant's  claim. 

Where,  in  an  action  by  an  architect,  he  alleged  that  the 
owner  was  to  pay  for  superintending  five  per  cent,  of  the 
lowest  bid,  which  was  $6,150,  and  the  owner  alleged  that  he 
was  only  to  pay,  provided  a  contractor  was  procured  to  erect 
the  building  for  $4,000,  and  there  was  evidence  that  the  lowest 
bid  was  a  little  over  $5,000,  an  instruction  authorizing  a  verdict 
for  the  amount  sued  for,  if  the  jury  believed  the  architect's 
claim,  was  erroneous,  as  withdrawing  from  the  jury  the  question 
of  the  amount  of  the  lowest  bid.  Loftus  v.  Cfreen  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.  '07),  104  S.  W.  396. 
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8ao.  1030.    Instrnction  that  though  termi  imawthnriied,  flad 
defendant  ratified  contract^  correct. 

In  an  action  to  recover  a  commission  for  finding  a  pnrehaser 
for  land,  an  instruction  that  if  the  terms  of  the  contract  made 
by  the  brokers  with  the  proposed  purchaser  were  unauthorised 
by  defendant,  before  recovery  could  be  had  against  him,  the 
jury  must  find  that  he  ratified  the  contract  with  fuU  knowledge 
of  the  facts  and  its  terms,  was  not  objectionable  as  being  on  the 
weight  of  the  evidence.  Sterling  v.  DeLaune  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.  W),  106  S.  W.  1169. 

Sec.  1031.    Instruction  properly  refused  that  if  owner  believed 
relations  with  broker  ended,  latter  could  not  recover. 

Where  a  land  owner  employed  a  broker  to  sell  certain  land 
and  thereafter,  while  the  broker  was  negotiating  with  a  prospec- 
tive purchaser,  the  landlord  asked  him  to  make  no  further 
efforts  to  sell  the  land  since  the  land  owner's  wife  would  not 
join  him  in  executing  the  deed,  to  which  the  broker  replied, 
"All  right,"  and  directly  afterward  the  land  owner  sold  the 
land  to  a  purchaser  secured  by  the  broker,  the  court,  in  an 
action  by  the  broker  for  his  commissions,  properly  refused  an 
instruction  that  if  the  broker  induced  the  land  owner  to  believe 
that  the  relation  between  them  was  terminated  and  the  land 
owner  acted  upon  such  belief  in  making  the  sale  contract,  the 
broker  could  not  recover.  Branch  v.  Moore,  84  Ark.  462,  105 
S,  W.  1178. 

Sec.  1032.    Initmction  fully  submitted  two  contcnti<ms  ae  to 
the  right  of  plaintiff  to  commissions. 

Prayers  in  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  to  recover  from 
other  brokers  for  a  commission  received  by  them  from  the  sale 
of  a  lot  that  if  the  court  found  that  there  was  no  agreement  to 
make  any  division  of  the  commissions  then  the  verdict  must 
be  for  plaintiff,  whether  or  not  plaintiff  was  a  licensed  real 
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estate  broker,  and  that  if  plaintiff  introduced  the  purchaser  to 
defendants  or  those  for  whom  they  acted,  and  gave  defendants 
notice  of  the  negotiations  between  plaintiff  and  the  subsequent 
purchaser  and  a  sale  was  made  to  such  purchaser  as  the  result 
of  the  introduction  by  plaintiff,  the  verdict  must  be  for  plaintiff, 
and  that  if  a  sale  was  made  through  the  bringing  of  the  parties 
together  by  plaintiff  then  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover,  even 
though  the  sale  may  have  been  effected  by  a  direct  agreement 
between  the  defendant  and  the  purchaser,  fully  submitted  the 
two  contentions  of  plaintiff  that  there  was  an  express  agreement 
to  divide  the  commissions,  and  that  if  there  was  no  express 
agreement  plaintiff  was  the  procuring  cause  of  the  sale  made. 
Walker  v.  Bdldtuin,  106  Md;  619,  68  A.  25. 

Bee.  1033.    Instruction  properly  refused,  that  if  plaintiff  knew 
defendant  had  only  an  option,  he  could  not  recover. 

In  an  action  on  a  contract  to  procure  a  purchaser  for  de- 
fendant's land  plaintiff  contended  that  he  found  a  purchaser 
and  that  the  sale  was  not  consummated  solely  because  of  de- 
fendant's defective  title;  defendant  testified  that  he  at  one 
time  told  plaintiff  he  had  only  an  option,  and  that  plaintiff 
requested  him,  whenever  he  thought  the  title  all  right,  to  give 
him  a  chance  to  buy;  afterwards  defendant  received  a  deed  for 
the  land,  and  he  tendered  a  warranty  deed  thereof  to  the  pur- 
chasers. Held,  that  it  was  not  error  to  refuse  an  instruction 
that  if  plaintiff  knew  that  defendant  had  only  an  option  and 
that,  under  the  agreement,  a  sale  was  to  be  made  by  plaintiff 
at  not  less  than  a  specified  amount  and  that  his  commission  was 
to  be  all  above  that  amount,  plaintiff  could  not  recover.  Weaver 
V.  Richards,  150  Mich.  20,  113  N.  W.  867,  14  D.  L.  N.  617.  See 
also  Sec.  87. 

Sec.  1034.    Instruction  Uiat  plaintiff  found  purchaser  ready, 
able  and  willing,  erroneous  on  that  theory. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  for  the  sale  of  a  lease,  where 
the  petition  alleged  that  plaintiff  negotiated  the  sale  of  a  lease, 
and  after  reaching  an  agreement  whereby  the  purchaser,  agree- 
ing to  pay  a  certain  price  for  the  lease,  the  purchaser  paid  that 
amount  to  the  defendant,  an  instruction  based  on  the  theory 
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ft. 

f 

that  plaintiff  had  found  a  purchaser  ready,  willing  and  able  to 
buy  the  lease  and  brought  him  into  communication  with  de- 
f  endanty  is  erroneous  because  outside  the  scope  of  the  petition. 
Narthup  v.  Diggs,  128  Mo.  App.  217,  106  S.  W.  1123. 

8eo.  1035.  Instruction  against  S.  erroneous,  as  he  was  nol 
liable  in  the  absence  of  the  agreement  alleged. 

In  an  action  on  an  agreement  of  defendant  and  one  S.  to 
pay  plaintiffs  a  certain  commission  for  negotiating  an  exchange 
of  their  properties,  which  agreement  provided  for  payment  of 
the  commissions  on  both  sides,  if  either  party  should  refuse  to 
carry  out  the  exchange  contract,  and  it  appeared  that  defendant 
had  defaulted  although  S.  was  ready,  able  and  willing  to  per- 
form, it  was  error  to  charge  that  if  there  was  a  breach  or 
alleged  breach  by  defendant  of  the  agreement  to  exchange,  plain- 
tiffs had  a  cause  of  action  against  S.  for  his  proportion  of  the 
commissions,  since,  as  he  was  ready,  able  and  willing  to  carry 
out  the  contract  he  was  not  liable  for  commissions  in  the  absenoe 
of  the  agreement  alleged.  Ooodman  v.  Lineizky,  107  N.  Y.  S.  50. 
For  the  same  reason  it  was  error  to  charge  that  irrespective  of 
the  agreement  as  to  the  pa3anent  of  the  commissions,  plaintifb 
had  a  cause  of  action  against  S.  for  his  proi>ortion  of  the  isom- 
missions.    Id. 

Sec.  1036.  Error  not  to  give  instruction  that  if  faroknr  knew 
consent  of  third  person  neoessary  for  binding  contract^  ht 
could  not  recovo:. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  for  procuring  a  purchaser  of 
real  estate,  the  defendant  claimed  that  he  was  a  joint  owner  with 
a  third  person,  that  the  broker  knew  that  the  third  person's 
consent  to  a  conveyance  was  necessary,  and  that  the  third 
person  refused  to  give  his  consent;  and  the  court  presented 
defendant's  theory  as  a  denial  that  plaintiff  produced  a  pur- 
chaser ready,  able  and  willing  to  purchase  on  terms  satisfactoxy 
to  defendant,  the  refusal  to  charge  that  if  the  broker  knew  that 
the  consent  of  the  third  person  was  necessary  before  defendant 
could  enter  into  a  binding  contract,  and  his  consent  could  not 
be  obtained,  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  a  commission,  was 
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levenible  enot,  tfiaugK  the  oonrt  atated  that  lie  would  leave  the 
matter  to  the  jniy  to  take  into  consideration  in  arriving  at  the 
&C.-  Jacobsan  v.  Fraade,  107  N.  Y.  8.  706,  66  Misc.  681.  See 
also  Sec  186. 

Bee.  1037.    Instmotion  for  plaintiff  erroneonf,  whero  evidence 
showi  absence  of  license* 

In  an  action  to  recover  commissions  on  a  sale  or  exchange 
of  real  estate,  where  the  plaintiff  describes  himself  in  his  state- 
ment of  claim  ''as  a  dealer  in  real  and  personal  property  and 
in  the  regular  course  of  business"  made  the  sale  or  exchange  in 
question,  and  it  is  admitted  that  plaintiff  had  not  taken  out  a 
license  as  required  by  law,  the  statement  of  claim  is  admissible 
as  evidence  tending  to  show  that  the  plaintiff  is  a  real  estate 
broker,  and  where  the  statement  is  supported  by  the  evidence  of 
two  witnesses  called  by  the  defendant  it  is  error  for  the  court 
to  give  binding  instructions  for  plaintiff.  Sprague  v.  BeiUy,  34 
Pa.  Super.  Gt  332. 

Sec.  1088.    Instmctiofn  properly  refused  as  assnming  for  plain* 
tiff,  without  hypothesising  belief  on  the  evidence. 

In  an  action  for  a  broker's  commissions,  an  instruction  that 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  a  verdict  for  such  damages  as  the  jury 
believe  from  the  evidence  he  has  sustained  from  defendant's 
breach  of  contract  was  properly  refused  as  assuming  and  in- 
structing a  finding  for  plaintiff  without  hypothesising  the  belief 
on  the  evidence  by  the  jury.  Qreen  v.  Brady,  152  Ala.  507, 
44  S.  408.    See  also  Sec.  949. 

Sec.  1039.    Instmotion  not  objectionable  as  minimiring  the 
issue  of  alteration  of  contract. 

Where,  in  an  action  on  a  written  contract  employing  plaintiff 
as  a  broker  to  sell  defendant's  land,  defendant  pleaded  that  the 
contract  had  been  altered  and  also  denied  that  the  plaintiff 
had  secured  a  purchaser,  an  instruction  that  certain  evidence 
was  admissible  as  bearing  on  ''the  real  testimony  in  this  case," 
to-wit,  whether  plaintiff  had  furnished  a  buyer,  was  not 
objectionable  as  minimizing  the  issue  of  alteration  in  view  of 
other  instructions  directly  stating  that  if  the  jury  find  the  eon- 
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tract  has  been  altered  they  must  find  for  defendant.  McDermoft 
V.  Mahoney  (Iowa  Sup.  '06),  106  N.  W.  925.  See  also  Sees.  55, 
73,  293. 

Sec.  1040.    Instruction  caused  no  prejudice  to  defendant  wboi 
jury  found  no  excess  money  was  paid. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  agreed  to  be  paid  per  acre  in  a 
sale  of  property,  instructions  relating  to  plaintiff's  claim  to  the 
excess  of  purchase  money  above  a  named  sum  cannot  have 
prejudiced  defendant  when  the  jury  expressly  found  that  no 
purchase  money  was  received  in  excess  of  that  sum.  Wilson  v. 
Everitt,  139  U.  S.  616,  11  Sup.  Ct.  664 ;  Qaume  v.  Horgan,  122 
Mo.  App.  700,  99  S.  W.  457. 

Sec.  1040a.    When  not  error  to  omit  to  charge  as  to  respon- 
ribility  of  purchaser. 

Where,  in  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions  for  procuring 
a  purchaser  of  land,  the  evidence  showed  that  the  sale  was 
consummated  on  the  terms  proposed  by  the  owner,  it  was  not 
error  to  omit  to  charge  that  the  proof  must  show  that  the 
purchaser  procured  was  able,  ready  and  willing  to  complete  the 
purchase  on  the  terms  prescribed.  Leivis  v.  Siismilch,  130  Iowa, 
203,  106  S.  W.  624. 


Sec.  1041.    Instmction  not  inconsistent  with  terms  of  contract 
in  securing  title,  etc. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  under  a  contract  by  which 
plaintiff  was  employed  to  assist  defendant  in  acquiring  a  title 
to  property  for  the  purpose  of  effecting  a  consolidation  of  it 
with  other  property,  a  charge  that  plaintiff  could  not  recover 
if  the  defendants  were  unable  to  effect  a  sale  with  the  owner, 
and  other  persons  in  co-operation  with  defendant  did  so  and 
effected  a  consolidation,  even  though  defendant  contributed  to 
the  purchase,  was  not  inconsistent  with  the  terms  of  the  contract, 
since  the  thing  contracted  to  be  done  was  the  securing  of  the 
title  to  the  property  and  the  making  of  the  consolidation  by 
plaintiff  and  not  by  another  person  unconnected  with  defendant. 
BaUey  v.  Carleton,  43  Colo.  4,  95  P.  542. 
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flee.  1041ft.    Charge  in  the  alternative  held  inconiistent 

Where,  in  an  actios  by  s  broker  for  commissions  for  pro- 
curing a  purchaser  of  real  estate  the  evidence  showed  that  he 
was  employed  to  procure  a  purchaser  willing  to  pay  $16,000, 
for  a  commission  of  whatever  was  obtained  in  excess  of  that 
sum,  that  he  procured  a  purchaser  willing  to  pay  $16,500  on 
condition  that  the  owner  should  pay  two  and  one-half  per  cent, 
thereof  to  the  purchaser's  agent  as  compensation  in  the  trans- 
action, and  that  the  owner  refused  to  convey,  an  instruction 
that  the  broker  could  recover  $500  and  an  instruction  that  he 
could  recover  the  difference  between  $16,000  and  the  sum  which 
the  purchaser  secured  by  him  was  willing  to  pay  for  the  prop- 
erty, were  inconsistent.  Slayhack  v.  Wetzel  (Mo.  App.  W), 
123  S.  W.  982.  Compare  Sec.  307. 


flee.  1042.    Inatmction  properly  refased  as  to  owner's  good 
faith,  where  no  evidence  tended  to  show  it. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  for  selling  real  estate  it  is  not 
error  to  refuse  to  submit  an  instruction  as  to  the  owner's  good 
faith  in  selling  the  real  estate  himself  without  regard  to  the 
agent  or  the  payment  of  commissions  where  there  is  no  evidence 
tending  tc  show  good  faith  by  the  owner  in  dealing  with  the 
agent  with  reference  to  the  commission.  Church  v.  Dunham,  14 
Idaho,  776,  96  Pa.  203,  205. 

Sec.  1043.    Instmction  erroneous  not  based  on  hjrpothesis  that 
jury  must  believe  as  contended  by  defendants. 

Where,  in  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  for  commissions, 
it  was  contended  by  him  that  he  did  not  bind  himself  to  sell 
the  property  or  to  furnish  a  purchaser,  as  contended  by  de- 
fendant, but  he  was  to  be  paid  if  he  simply  introduced  a  person 
to  whom  a  sale  should  be  subsequently  made  by  defendants,  an 
instruction  requested  by  defendants  applying  the  general  rule 
that  a  real  estate  broker  employed  to  sell  lands  must  bring 
about  a  sale  or  procure  a  purchaser  ready,  willing  and  able  to 
purchase,  not  based  on  the  hypothesis  that  the  jury  must  first 
believe  the  contract  to  be  as  contended  by  defendants,  waa 
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properly  ref uised.    Mayer  v.  McCann,  136  HL  App.  50,  afltnned 
in  McCann  v.  Mayer,  232  IlL  507,  83  N.  E.  1042. 

Seo.  1044.    Instmction  to  find  for  defendant  properly  ref nied, 
where  plaintiff's  evidence  is  uncontradicted. 

Where,  in  an  action  on  a  contract  to  pay  a  real  estate  broker 
a  specified  commission  per  acre  on  wholesale  sales,  or  sales  of 
large  tracts,  to  persons  whom  he  introduced  and  who  sabse- 
quently  purchased,  the  broker  testified  to  the  contract  and  the 
performance  of  it  by  introducing  a  person  who  afterwards 
purchased,  it  was  not  error  to  refuse  to  direct  a  verdict  for 
defendant,  as  his  (plaintiff's)  evidence,  standing  alone  and 
uncontradicted,  authorized  a  verdict  in  his  favor.    Id. 

Sec*  1044a.    Request  to  charge  for  defendant  properly  refused 

The  court,  in  an  action  to  recover  commissions  for  procuring 
a  contract  for  defendant  with  one  D.  having  charged  that 
^^ plaintiff  can  not  have  commissions  from  both  sides;  it  is 
claimed  by  the  defendant  that  he  was  endeavoring  to  do  that ;  if 
that  were  true,  while  he  was  working  for  the  defendant  he 
can  not  recover  in  this  action  at  aU,  provided  you  believe  he 
was  entitled  to  get  a  commission  from  D.  as  well,"  there  was 
no  error  in  refusing  defendant's  request  for  a  charge  that  if,  at 
the  time  of  the  making  of  the  contract  between  plaintiff  and 
defendant  plaintiff  was  negotiating  with  D.  to  do  the  work 
himself,  the  jury  must  find  for  the  defendant.  Hume  v.  Flint, 
11  N.  T.  S.  431;  Brady  v.  Rickey  A  Casey,  202  S.  W.  170,  — 
Tex,  Civ.  App.  — . 

Sec.  104B.    Instmction  as  to  the  value  of  land  received  in  ex- 
change misleading. 

In  an  action  for  a  broker's  commissions  where  it  was  con- 
ceded that  a  conunission  of  five  per  cent,  was  agreed  on  by  the 
parties  and  the  evidence  as  to  the  value  of  defendant's  land 
and  of  that  which  he  received  in  exchange  was  confiicting,  a 
charge  imposing  as  a  condition  upon  defendant's  right  to 
succeed  that  he  did  not  make  a  contract  for  five  per  cent,  com- 
missions "as  above  explained"  (meaning  in  a  previous  portion 
of  the  charge),  and  that  defendant's  land  was  only  worth  $4^000 
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or  lesBi  while  his  equity  in  the  land  he  received  in  exchange  was 
worth  only  about  $2,000  or  $3,000,  was  misleading  and  preju- 
diciaL  Jameson  v.  Hutchison  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '08),  109  S.  W. 
1096. 


Sao.  1046.    Instniotlon  properly  refxuied  to  give  verdict  for 
defendant,  where  rait  was  premattirely  brought. 

In  an  action  for  a  broker's  commissions  for  effecting  an 
exchange  of  property,  a  requested  charge  that  if  defendant 
agreed  to  pay  a  commission  on  a  sale  of  the  land  conveyed  to 
him  in  exchange  and  the  land  had  not  been  sold  the  jury  should 
find  for  the  defendant,  was  properly  refused,  since,  under  such 
circumstances,  they  should  find  for  defendant  without  prejudice 
to  sue  in  the  event  of  a  sale  of  the  land.    Id. 


8eo.  1046a.    Error  in  refosing  to  direct  a  verdiot  for  defendant. 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  against  the  owner  of 
real  estate  to  recover  a  commission  for  procuring  a  purchaser 
of  the  property,  with  whom  the  owner  makes  a  contract  of  sale, 
which  he  afterwards  refuses  to  consummate,  the  trial  court 
errs  in  refusing  to  direct  a  verdict  for  defendant  where  it 
appears  that  the  broker  originally  approached  the  owner  at  the 
suggestion  of  the  prospective  purchaser  for  the  sole  purpose  of 
getting  the  property  for  the  latter;  that  without  disclosing  the 
name  of  the  purchaser  to  the  oWner  he  made  ax  offer  for  the 
property  at  the  price  named  by  the  purchaser  which  was  less 
than  that  fixed  by  the  owner,  which  offer  the  owner  refused; 
that  his  explanation  of  his  many  subsequent  visits  to  the  owner 
which  resulted  in  a  contract  of  sale  at  the  original  price  fixed 
was  that  he  was  trying  to  get  the  property  for  the  purchaser ; 
that,  accepting  his  statement  as  true  that  the  owner  employed 
him  to  act  as  his  agent  and  promised  to  pay  him  a  commission, 
he  tried  to  induce  the  owner  to  reduce  the  price  in  the  interest 
of  the  purchaser,  and  that,  according  to  his  own  statement,  he 
was  trying  to  get  the  property  as  cheap  as  he  could  for  the 
buyer.   Harten  v.  Loffler,  31  App.  D.  C.  362.    See  also  Sec.  314. 
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Sec.  1047.  Imrtraction  erroneous,  that  jury  could  not  con- 
sider that  defendant  waa  surety  on  plaintiff's  note. 
An  instruction,  in  an  action  for  a  real  estate  broker's  com- 
missions, that  the  jury  in  arriving  at  a  verdict  could  not  con- 
sider testimony  that  defendant  went  on  plaintiff's  note  as  surety, 
or  that  defendant  had  been  sued  on  the  note,  was  erroneous,  the 
testimony  being  relevant  to  the  issue  as  to  the  terms  of  the 
contract  between  the  parties.  Tates  v.  Brattam  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.  '08),  111  S.  W.  416.  See  also  Sec.  817b. 

Sec.  1047a.    Court  upheld  in  peremtorily  instructing  jury  to 
find  for  defendant.     '^ 

Appellants,  real  estate  agents,  hearing  that  appellee,  who  w£s 
absent  from  the  State,  wished  to  sell  his  farm,  wrote  to  him 
that  they  had  a  purchaser  for  it,  asking  him  to  fix  his  lowest 
price  and  allowing  commissions.  Appellee  wrote,  naming  $225 
per  acre  as  his  lowest  net  price,  and  saying  **  whatever  your 
price  is  for  selling  must  be  added  to  this."  There  was  no  other 
correspondence  and  nothing  further  was  ever  said  by  appellants 
to  appellee  as  to  the  sale  of  the  farm.  Four  months  after  the 
passing  of  the  letters  appellee  sold  the  farm  for  $200  an  acre 
to  a  person  with  whom  appellants  were  negotiating  for  its  sale, 
but  with  whom  they  never  made  any  contract.  In  this  action 
by  appellants  against  appellee  to  recover  commissions  for  making 
the  sale.  Held,  that  upon  proof  of  the  facts  stated  the  court  did 
not  err  in  giving  peremptory  instructions  for  defendant;  as 
appellants  did  not  show  that  they  ever  procured  a  purchaser  on 
the  terms  named,  or  by  the  wrongful  act  of  appellee  to  have 
been  prevented  from  doing  so,  they  can  not  recover.  Hobbs  v. 
Miller,  14:  Ky.  L.  R.  (abst),  719.    Compare  Sec.  446. 

Sec.  1047b.    Instruction  that  sale  by  defendant  was  made  on 
day  pricMT  to  sale  by  plaintiff,  upheld. 

Before  plaintiff  reported  a  sale  of  the  property,  defendant, 
on  the  ninth  day  of  the  month,  through  another  agency,  signed 
a  written  agreement  for  a  sale  of  the  property  for  the  agreed 
consideration,  $1,000  to  be  paid  in  ca.sh  on  delivery  of  the 
agreement  and  the  balance  on  delivery  of  the  deed,  with  abstract 
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showing  good  title.  The  vendee  aknost  immediately  accepted 
the  proposition  in  writing  and  notice  was  immediately  given*  to 
defendant  of  the  sale,  bat  by  agreement  the  payment  of  the 
$1,000  was  deferred  until  the  next  morning.  At  about  nine 
o'clock  on  the  tenth,  plaintiif  sold  the  property  and  received 
part  payment  therefor  from  another  person.  The  vendee  under 
the  first  contract  met  defendant  at  the  appointed  hour  and  just 
as  the  deal  was  being  completed  plaintiff  appeared  with  his 
purchaser,  and  was  then,  for  the  first  time,  informed  of  the 
prior  sale.  Defendant,  in  an  action  on  the  contract,  testified 
that  the  agent  through  whom  the  sale  was  made  which  the  de- 
fendant accepted,  found  the  purchaser  and  sold  the  property 
before  the  plaintiff  made  a  sale.  Eeld,  that  the  sale  which  was 
accepted  by  defendant  was  made  on  the  day  prior  to  the  sale 
by  plaintiff,  and  an  instruction  to  that  effect  was  correct.  Tuffree 
V.  Bienford,  130  Towa,  532,  107  N.  W.  425. 

Sec.  1047c.    Charge  proper  that  unless  jury  find  contract  made 
on  day  alleged  must  find  for  defendant. 

Where,  in  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions  for  a  sale  of 
land,  the  petition  declared  on  a  verbal  contract  made  on  a  cer- 
tain day,  and  specifically  set  forth  the  terms  of  the  agreement 
and  its  performance  by  plaintiff,  an  instruction  that  unless  the 
jury  believe  that  defendant  expressly  employed  plaintiff  on  the 
day  named  as  his  agent  to  sell  the  land,  they  should  find  for 
defendant  was  proper.  Fortran  v.  Stowers  (Tex.  Civ.  App. 
'08),  113  S.  W.  631.    Compare  Sec.  887. 

Sec.  1047d.    Modification  of  instmction  held  to  be  proper. 

In  an  action  for  broker's  commissions,  an  instruction  that 
**  merely  procuring  a  purchaser  to  enter  into  a  contract  for  the 
purchase  of  property  does  not  entitle  a  broker  to  commissionB, 
unless  such  persons  are  ready,  willing  and  able  to  make  the  pay- 
ments •  •  •  named  in  the  contract, "  was  properly  modified 
by  adding,  '' unless  the  seller  accepted  the  purchaser/'  Fox  v. 
Byan,  240  111.  391,  88  N.  E.  974.   See  Sec.  24. 
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See.  1047eL   Instnictioiui  improperly  refnsecL 

(1)  Where,  in  an  action  for  broker's  commissions  in  indudug 
a  contract  for  an  exchange  of  land  for  an  interest  in  a  stock  of 
goods,  defendant  claimed  that  he  was  induced  to  sign  the  con- 
tract, which  he  sabsequently  refused  to  complete,  because  of  false 
representations  that  the  stock  was  nnincnmbered,  and  that  the 
owner  refused  to  complete  the  contract  unless  defendant  would 
pay  ofiF  the  incumbrance  on  the  goods,  amounting  to  $2,000,  the 
court  erred  in  refusing  to  charge  that  if  the  jury  found  that,  at 
the  time  of  the  contract,  the  owner  of  the  good&  falsely  repre- 
sented that  the  goods  were  unincumbered,  and  defendants  were 
influenced  thereby  to  execute  the  contract,  they  should  return  a 
verdict  for  him;  since,  if  such  misrepresentation  was  established, 
it  invalidated  the  entire  contract  and  rendered  it  unenforceable 
against  defendant,  unless  the  goods  were  denuded  from  their  in- 
cumbrance. Weli  V.  Durrett,  136  S.  W.  1189,  —  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  — . 

(2)  Instruction  that  if  a  broker,  having  a  contract  for  a  com- 
mission of  10%,  after  securing  a  purchaser  for  $13,000,  procured 
owner  to  agree  to  take  $10,500  net,  without  informing  him  that 
the  purchaser  was  to  pay  $13,000,  defendant  could  not  recover 
commission;  held,  improperly  refused.  Cardoza  v.  Middle  Aitan- 
iic  Em.  Co.,  82  S.  E.  80,  116  Va.  342. 

(3)  In  an  action  to  recover  for  services  in  an  alleged  sale  of 
land  under  a  contract  for  a  division  of  commissions,  it  was  error 
to  refuse  to  charge  that  intestate  could  not  recover  for  a  sale  of  a 
sixth  interest  in  the  land,  if  it  was  agreed  that  the  contracted 
compensation  should  be  paid  out  of  the  sale  of  the  remainder  un- 
der a  subsequent  option.  Smith  v.  Crane,  164  S.  W.  857,  169 
Ko.  App.  695. 

(4)  In  an  action  By  a  real  estate  broker  for  a  commission  for 
procuring  a  tenant  for  defendant,  it  was  error  to  refuse  a  charge 
requested  by  defendant,  that  if  plaintiff  introduced  S.  to  defend- 
ant as  a  prospective  tenant  for  one  store,  and  S.  afterwards  ap- 
plied to  defendant,  either  on  his  own  behalf  or  for  himself  and 
others,  for  a  lease  of  a  number  of  stores,  this  would  not  give  plain- 
tiff a  claim  for  commissions,  where  the  action  was  not  to  recover 
a  commission  for  procuring  a  tenant  for  one  store,  but  for  pro- 
curing a  lease  to  K.  for  nine  stores.  Meyer  v.  Improved  Property 
Holding  Co.  of  N.  T.,  122  N.  Y.  Sup.  296,  137  App.  Div.  691. 
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(5)  Where,  in  a  suit  for  a  broker's  commission,  defendant 
pleaded  Uiat  he  had  paid  H.  a  commission,  as  the  procuring  cause 
of  the  sale,  a  requested  charge  that  such  payment,  if  any,  would 
be  no  defense  to  plaintiff's  action^  and  could  not  be  construed  for 
that  purpose,  should  have  been  granted.  Stephenson  y.  Jackson, 
128  S.  W.  1196,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

(6)  In  broker's  action,  instruction  authorizing  recovery  if 
$20,000  or  more  was  obtained  for  the  property;  held,  improperly 
refused,  the  charge  given  allowing  recovery  only  if  jury  believed 
$27,000  was  obtained.  Crass  v.  Adams,  175  S.  W.  510,  —  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  — . 

(7)  An  instruction  that  the  issue  was,  whether  a  valid  con- 
tract was  made  between  defendant  and  C,  that  the  burden  of 
proving  this  was  on  the  broker,  and  that,  though  such  contract 
was  made,  defendant  could  not  be  held  liable,  unless  he  failed  to 
perform  it  in  some  material  point;  held,  improperly  refused. 
Cardozo  v.  Middle  Ail  Emi.  Co.,  82  S.  B.  80,  116  Va.  342. 

(8)  That  a  broker  acting  for  both  parties  to  an  exchange  could 
not,  of  itself,  warrant  refusal  of  instruction  that  notice  to  broker 
was  notice  to  principal.  Ward  v.  Johnson,  170  P.  538,  87  Or.  314. 

(9)  In  a  broker's  action  for  commissions  on  the  sale  of  a  farm^ 
•where  plaintiff  did  not  file  his  amendment  first  asserting  an  ex- 
clusive agency  until  he  was  in  the  trial,  about  four  years  from 
filing  of  the  original  petition,  the  court  should  have  instructed, 
on  defendant  owner's  request,  that  the  matter  was  a  circumstance 
to  be  weighed  in  connection  with  all  the  evidence.  Thomas  y. 
Wychoff,  174  N.  W.  26,  —  Iowa  Sup.  — . 

See.  1047f •   Instniotioiui  upheld  by  reviewing  court. 

(1)  In  an  action  for  commissions  for  a  sale  of  real  estate 
based  on  a  contract  fixing  the  compensation  at  the  price  secured 
above  a  certain  sum;  held,  that  the  court  was  warranted  in  giv- 
ing peremptory  instruction  in  favor  of  plaintiff.  Davidson  v. 
Zerger,  181  111.  App.  113. 

(2)  In  an  action  to  recover  commissions  for  negotiating  ex- 
change of  real  estate  for  defendants,  directing  a  verdict  for  plain- 
tiffs held  not  improper.    Rothlaum  v.  Solomon,  187  111.  App.  338. 

(3)  Where  a  broker  did  not  predicate  his  right  to  commission 
on  the  theory  that  he  was  employed  to  sell  defendant's  farm  and 
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did  sell  it^  but  admitted  that  defendant  sold  the  farm  himself, 
an  instruction  that  if  defendant  contracted  to  pay  plainti£E  a  com- 
mission on  the  purchase  price,  provided  plaintiff  sold  the  farm 
for  defendant,  they  should  find  for  defendant,  was  not  objection- 
able as  refusing  plaintiflf  a  recovery,  even  though  he  was  employed 
and  may  have  made  the  sale.  Sioner  v.  Nail,  148  S.  W.  8,  149 
Ky.  124,  opin.  mod.  on  re.,  150  S.  W.  648,  150  Ky.  511. 

(4)  In  a  broker's  action  for  commissions  for  procuring  an  offer 
of  a  loan,  in  which  defendant  claimed  that  his  offer  as  to  a  loan 
was  not  an  exclusive  privilege,  and  had  expired  when  the  client 
agreed  to  make  the  loan,  an  instruction  on  the  question;  held, 
not  inconsistent  with  itself  and  confusing.  West  v.  Hudson,  137 
N.  W.  668,  171  Mich.  669. 

(5)  In  an  action  by  a  broker  to  recover  one-half  of  the  commis-  • 
sion  which  he  asserted  defendant  agreed  to  share  with  him,  a 
charge  held  correct.    Minds  v.  Keyes,  155  N".  W.  493,  189  Mich. 
629. 

(6)  In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  compensation  for  procuring 
a  purchaser,  an  instruction  held  not  open  to  the  objection  that  it 
was  not  justified  by  evidence.  Moore  v.  King,  178  S.  W.  124,  — 
Mo.  Sup.  — . 

(7)  Instruction  in  an  action  by  a  broker  for  breach  of  con-, 
tract;  held,  not  erroneous  for  failing  to  formally  limit  the  jury 
in  assessing  damages.    Id. 

(8)  In  a  broker's  action  against  another  broker  for  a  commis- 
sion, court's  statement  of  plaintiff's  contention  held  to  have  sup- 
port in  the  evidence,  Nevins  v.  Hughes,  84  S.  E.  769.  168  N.  C. 
477. 

(9)  In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions,  an  instruction 
that  one  who  signs  a  contract  drafted  by  his  own  adviser,  can  not 
say  he  did  not  understand  it  was  not  in  conflict  with  another, 
that  plaintiff  could  not  recover  if  defendant  understood  that  his 
apple  crop  was  reserved  where  the  first  related  to  defendant's 
claim  that  he  did  not  know  that  he  was  signing  a  contract.  SSI 
V.  Ceschi,  140  P.  749,  167  Cal.  698. 

(10)  In  an  action  for  commissions  on  a  sale  of  real  estate 
claimed  to  have  been  made  by  plaintiff  for  defendant,  it  is  not 
error  in  an  instruction  to  use  the  word  ^^isted"  in  the  same  sense 

.that  it  had  been  frequently  used  in  the  testimony,  and  as  it  is 
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imdeTstood  in  ordinary  conversation.    Wright  v.  Olson,  191  111. 
App.  272. 

(11)  In  an  action  by  brokers  for  commission  for  procuring  a 
purchaser  for  land,  an  instruction  on  the  question  of  exclusive 
contract  was  warranted  by  evidence  tending  to  show  that  defend- 
ant agreed  to  wait  until  a  certain  day,  and  not  to  sell  without 
giving  notice  to  plaintiffs.  Beimers  v.  Pierson,  113  P.  436,  58 
Or.  86. 

(12)  An  instruction  in  a  broker's  action  for  commissions; 
held,  not  erroneous  as  conflicting  between  the  proofs  relating  to 
an  implied  promise  and  those  relating  to  an  express  promise. 
Carl  V.  Wolcott,  166  S.  W.  334,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

(13)  Instruction  submitting,  whether  commissions  should  be 
paid  on  a  broker  procuring  a  contract  of  exchange  or  on  the  ex- 
change being  completed ;  held,  proper.  Ball  v.  Davenport,  152  N*. 
W.  69,  170  Iowa,  33. 

(14)  An  instruction  in  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions 
for  procuring  contract  for  exchange  of  real  estate;  held,  to  deal 
only  with  the  question  of  the  alleged  failure  of  the  minds  of  the 
parties  to  meet,  "of  which  there  is  no  evidence.*'    Id. 

(15)  An  instruction  given  on  a  broker's  right  to  recover  a 
commission,  and  on  the  owner's  right  to  withdraw  the  land  from 
the  market  and  to  change  the  price,  to  avoid  liability  for  a  com- 
mission ;  held,  not  erroneous.  Culhertson  v.  Sheridan,  144  F.  268, 
93  Kan.  268. 

(16)  Where,  in  an  action  for  broker's  commission,  there  was 
evidence  that  plaintiff  had  told  defendant  that  he  would  have 
nothing  further  to  do  with  the  purchaser,  after  he  had  withdrawn 
a  prior  offer,  the  court  properly  charged  that  if  the  jury  found 
plaintiff  so  stated,  defendant  was  entitled  to  employ  another 
broker  to  sell  the  property  to  such  purchaser,  and,  under  such 
circumstances,  plaintiff  could  not  recover.  Woods  v.  Lowe,  92 
N.  E.  772,  207  Mass.  1. 

(17)  In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions  on  a  sale  of 
land,  the  issues  raised  at  the  trial  were,  whether  plantiff  with- 
drew from  further  negotiations  with  the  prospective  purchaser  to 
whom  a  sale  was  finally  made  through  another  broker,  and 
whether  the  offer  by  such  purchaser  was  communicated  to  defend- 
ant.    Held,  that  the  court  adequately  submitted  the  issues  by 
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charging  that,  if  the  plaintifE  refused  to  further  deal  with  the 
purchaser,  defendant  was  justified  in  employing  another  broker 
to  do  so,  and,  in  such  case,  plaintiff  would  not  be  entitled  to  com- 
pensation, that  if  the  sale  was  wholly  due  to  the  efforts  of  the 
other  broker,  plaintiff  could  not  recover,  but  that  if  plaintiff* 
employment  had  not  been  terminated,  the  jury  might  find  that 
plaintiff  was  the  efficient  cause  of  he  sale,  if  they  were  satisfied 
that  it  was  in  consequence,  though  not  absolutely  and  entirely, 
that  the  sale  was  made,  and  that  if  there  was  a  bona  fide  offer 
to  purchase  made  by  the  purchaser  to  the  plaintiff,  which  plaintiff 
wrongfully  failed  to  communicate  to  defendant,  whereby  he  was 
injured,  plaintiff  failed  in  his  duty  and  could  not  recover.    Id, 

(18)  An  instruction  stating  matters  essential  to  the  validity 
and  the  requisite  proof  of  the  contract  relied  on  by  plaintiff,  in 
an  action  for  compensation  for  procuring  a  purchaser  for  defend- 
ant's farm;  heldj  proper.  Tenner  v.  JosKn,  166  N.  W.  762,  132 
Minn.  1. 

(19)  In  an  action  for  commissions,  an  instruction  that  the 
broker  to  recover  must  procure  a  purchaser  ready,  willing  and 
able  to  purchase  on  the  terms  fixed  by  the  owner;  held,  not  er- 
roneous, where  plaintiff  testified  to  a  different  contract  from  that 
proposed  by  the  owner.  Oilfillan  v.  Schmidt,  151  S.  W.  161, 167 
Mo.  App.  709. 

(20)  Where  certain  instructions  in  an  action  for  broker's  com- 
mission required  a  finding  that  plaintiff  must  have  ^'secured"  a 
purchaser  for  defendant's  land,  the  word  "secure"  meant  to  "ob- 
tain,'' not  being  synonymous  with  "get,"  "obtain"  and  "attain," 
one  definition  of  which  is,  to  "procure";  and  hence,  the  instruc- 
tions were  not  objectionable  for  failure  to  require  that  plaintiff  was 
the  "procuring  cause"  of  the  sale.  Ross  v.  Major,  163  S.  W.  880, 
178  Mo.  App.  431. 

(21)  An  instruction  that,  unless  a  definite  time  was  specified 
in  the  contract  in  which  plaintiff  was  to  sell,  lapse  of  time  was 
immaterial,  if  not  unreasonable;  held,  not  misleading.  Ttdl  v. 
Starmer,  176  S.  W.  511,  188  Mo.  App.  713. 

.  (22)  In  an  action  by  brokers  for  commission,  instruction  to 
find  for  plaintiffs  if  they  procured  a  person  ready,  willing  and 
able  to  purchase  on  the  "terms"  authorized;  held,  not  erroneous 
for  failure  to  use  the  expression,  "exact  terms."  Thompson  ▼■ 
Belong,  140  P.  427,  40  Okl.  718. 
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(23)  The  clause  of  an  iDstmction  that  a  real  estate  agent  ^'is 
entitled  to  his  commission  when  he  produced  the  landowner  a 
purchaser  who  is  ready,  able  and  willing  to  buy  the  land  on  the 
terms  thereof/'  is  not  inconsistent  with  one  tliat  ''pIainti£F  must 
show  that  he  brought  together  defendant  and  the  purchaser,  and 
the  purchaser  was  induced  to  buy  defendant's  farm,  and  his  ef- 
forts were  the  procuring  cause  of  the  sale."  Peterson  v.  Bogner, 
117  P.  806,  69  Or.  665. 

(24)  An  instruction,  in  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions, 
that  the  original  price  at  which  he  was  authorized  to  sell  was  a 
certain  amount,  yet,  if  afterwards  the  parties  made  a  new  con- 
tract whereby  the  price  at  which  plaintiff  could  sell  was  raised,  he 
must  prove  he  produced  a  party  ready,  able  and  willing  to  buy  at 
the  latter  price,  does  not  require  plaintiff  to  prove  defendant's 
defense.    Id. 

(26)  In  an  action  for  a  commission  on  a  sale  of  machinery 
and  lease  of  a  mill,  modification  of  an  instruction  requested  by 
defendant  as  to  temporary  suspension  of  negotiations;  held,  cor- 
rect.   National  Milling  Co.  v.  Kirby,  94  A.  149,  —  R.  I.  Sup.  — . 

(26)  In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commission  for  procuring  an 
exchange  of  real  estate  instruction  submitting  the  question  whether 
an  agreement  for  an  exchange  was  made,  land  making  the  right  to 
recovery  dependent  on  an  afiSrmative  finding;  held,  proper.  Lan- 
ham  V.  Cockrell,  152  S.  W.  189,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — .,  judg.  aff., 
194  S.  W.  936,  —  Tex.  Sup.  — . 

(27)  An  instruction,  at  the  defendant's  request,  in  an  action 
to  determine  which  of  two  real  estate  brokers  was  entitled  to  the 
commission  for  selling  the  land,  that  where  real  estate  was  listed 
for  sale  with  several  real  estate  agents,  acting  independently,  the 
one  who  succeeded  in  bringing  about  the  contract  between  the 
seller  and  purchaser  was  the  one  who  earned  the  commission,  re- 
gardless of  the  fact  that  some  other  real  estate  man  may  have  in- 
troduced the  purchaser  to  the  seller,  if  error,  as  excluding  the 
theory  that  the  broker  who  is  the  procuring  cause  of  the  sale  is  en- 
titled to  the  commission,  did  not  constitute  reversible  error, 
where  instructions  were  given  in  plaintiff's  behalf,  that  if  the  pur- 
chaser of  the  land  had  it  first  brought  to  his  notice  by  plaintiff, 
who,  at  his  solicitation,  disclosed  the  owner's  name,  and  the  in- 
formation received  from  plaintiff  was  the  primary  cause  of  the 
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purchaser  afterwards  buying  the  land,  then  plaintiffs  were  entitled 
to  recover,  even  though  defendants  showed  the  purchaser  the  land 
and  assisted  in  closing  the  trade,  and  that  if  the  purchaser  prom- 
ised plaintiffs  to  take  it  if  it  suited,  before  defendants  brought 
the  land  to  the  purchaser's  notice,  and  the  owner  was  notified  by 
the  plaintiffs  of  that  fact,  and  the  defendants  afterwards  took 
the  purchaser  to  show  him  the  land,  then  plaintiffs  were  entitled 
to  recover,  even  though  they  did  not  bring  the  purchaser  and 
owner  togetlier,  and  did  not  close  the  trade  for  the  land.  Painters 
V.  Kilgore,  101  S.  W.  809,  —  Ter.  Civ.  App.  — . 

(28)  An  instruction  as  to  broker's  right  to  commission,  where 
he  did  not  personally  conduct  the  negotiations,  and  was  not  pres- 
ent when  the  bargain  was  closed,  and  where  his  principal  did  not, 
at  the  time,  know  that  he  found  the  purchaser,  was  not  inap- 
plicable to  the  facts,  where  plaintiff  did  not  personally  negotiate 
the  exchange,  and  was  not  present  when  it  was  made.  McKinney 
V.  Thedford,  166  S.  W.  443,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

(29)  Though  there  may  be  a  shade  of  difference  between  the 
expression  "procuring  cause*'  and  "efficient  cause,"  an  instruction 
authorizing  a  verdict  for  the  broker,  if  he  was  the  procuring 
cause  of  the  sale,  is  correct.  Bogley  v.  Foley,  144  P.  25,  82 
Wash.  222. 

(30)  In  broker's  action  for  compensation  fixed  by  written  con- 
tract authorizing  him  to  find  a  purchaser,  instruction  as  to  the 
intention  that  the  purchaser's  proposition  should  be  construed 
as  a  compliance  with  the  contract ;  held,  proper.  John  E.  DeWolf 
Co.  V.  Harvey,  154  N.  W.  988,  161  Wis.  536. 

(31)  Where  the  evidence  on  the  part  of  defendant,  in  a  bro- 
ker's action  for  commission,  was  that  it  was  agreed  between  plain- 
tiff, the  purchaser  and  himself,  that  the  contract  should  be  left 
with  him,  and  that  if  his  wife  would  sign,  or  accept  it,  it  should 
be  regarded  as  a  sale,  otherwise  not,  and  there  was  no  contention 
that  the  exact  terms  of  the  sale  were  agreed  upon  when  the  land 
was  listed,  an  instruction  that  if  plaintiff,  defendant  and  the  pur- 
chaser agreed  that  the  contract  should  be  left  with  defendant, 
who  would  accept  it  if  his  wife  would  sign  it,  and  his  wife  re- 
fused to  sign  it,  plaintiff  could  not  recover,  was  proper,  as  pre- 
senting the  issue  tendered  by  defendant  J.  N.  Dunlop  £  Co.  v. 
Anderson,  133  N.  W,  910,  153  Iowa,  488. 
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'(32)  In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions  for  procuring 
a  purchaser  of  real  estate,  where  the  purchaser  testified  that  the 
broker  had  proposed  that  the  purchaser  and  the  broker  should 
buy  the  land  together,  and  the  broker,  to  some  extent,  corroborated 
the  purchaser,  a  charge  that  if  the  broker  proposed  to  the  pur- 
chaser that  they  should  buy  the  property  together,  there  could 
be  no  recovery,  was  justified  by  the  evidence.  SchlagJe  v.  Bussell, 
80  A.  164,  114  Md.  418. 

(33)  Instructions,  in  action  for  commissions  for  assisting  an 
exchange  of  property,  concerning  plaintiflFs  as  acting  for  both  par- 
ties; held,  not  inconsistent.  T.  A.  Hill  <S  Son  v.  Patton  S 
Schwartz,  160  S.  W.  1155,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

(34)  An  instruction  that  plaintiffs  could  recover,  if  tHey  pro- 
cured a  buyer  themselves,  or  through  their  agent  B.,  was  not  ob- 
jectionable on  the  ground  that  B.  was  the  buyer's  agent,  and  that 
an  agent  can  not  delegate  his  authority,  without  his  principal's 
consent,  and  can  not  represent  both  parties,  where  the  evidence 
showed  that  B.  represented  the  buyer  only,  and  the  brokers,  on 
both  sides,  represented  their  respective  principals  in  the  negotia- 
tions. McKinney  v.  Thedford,  166  S.  W.  443,  —  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  — . 

(35)  An  instruction  that  plaintiffs,  suing  for  commission,  were! 
not  partners  of  B.,  who  represented  the  other  party,  and  that 
they  may  recover,  though  B.  got  all  the  commission  from  the 
other  party,  was  not  objectionable,  on  the  ground  that  the  agent 
who  receives  secret  commissions  from  the  other  party  can  not  re- 
cover, where  the  evidence  showed  that  the  brokers  on  both  sides 
represented  their  respective  principals  only.    Jd. 

(36)  An  instruction,  in  an  action  by  a  vendor  of  land  against 
a  broker  who  effected  a  sale,  for  damages  for  fraud  and  faithless- 
ness; held,  not  subject  to  objection  requiring  the  jury,  if  finding 
for  broker,  to  find  that  he  act«d  in  good  faitU.  Thomas  v.  Mohn, 
193  S.  W.  924,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

(37)  In  an  action  to  recover  commissions  for  services  in  a 
land  deal  involving  two  separate  transactions,  a  given  instruction 
held  not  an  instruction  to  find  for  plaintiff  in  the  sum  of  $1,280, 
or  finding  for  defendant,  but  amounted  to  an  instruction  that 
burden  was  on  plaintiff  to  prove  the  contract  alleged,  and  that 
she  had  performed  services  in  consummation  of  one  or  both  of 
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deals  mentioned,  which  entitled  her  to  claim  commission  of  one 
dollar  per  acre  on  the  land  exchanged  by  defendant,  Eamp  ?. 
Madison,  161  N.  W.  809,  —  S.  D.  Sup.  — . 

(38)  In  broker's  action  for  commission  against  owner,  instrnc- 
tion  that  plaintiff  must  prove  his  employment,  and  mere  fact  that 
he  asked  defendant  at  what  price  he  was  willing  to  lease  his  prop- 
erty, did  not  establish  relation  of  principal  and  agent;  held,  suffi- 
ciently favorable  to  defendant  Stfmes  Inv.  Co.  v.  De  Sollar,  165 
p.  985,  —  Colo.  Sup.  — . 

(39)  In  an  action  by  broker  for  commission  for  procuring  an 
exchange  of  realty,  instruction  submitting  the  question  whether 
an  agreement  for  exchange  was  made,  and  making  the  right  to 
recover  dependent  on  affirmative  finding;  held  proper.  Lanham 
V.  Cockrell  194  S.  W.  936,  aff.  judg.  Civ.  App.,  152  S.  W.  189, 
—  Tex.  Sup.  — . 

'(40)  Tn  a  broker's  action  for  commissions,  court  held  to  have 
properly  directed  a  verdict,  because  evidence  would  not  have  war- 
ranted an  inference  that  plaintiff  was  the  procuring  cause  of  the 
sale.  VuUxg  v.  John  Paul  Lumber  Co.,  243  F.  539,  156  C.  C.  A. 
237. 

(41  y  In  a  broker's  action  for  commissions  for  negotiating  a 
resale  of  land,  instruction  as  to  duress  as  a  species  of  fraud;  held 
correct.    Snyder  v.  Samuehon,  167  IT.  W.  287,  —  Minn.  Sup.  — . 

(42)  Tn  an  action  by  brokers  to  recover  of  defendant  broker 
half-commission  for  having  disclosed  to  him  a  purchaser  for 
property  of  which  he  was  the  exclusive  agent,  instruction  that, 
if  jury  found  plaintiffs  contracted  with  defendant  for  half-com- 
mission, it  was  not  necessary  for  them  to  have  produced  a  signed 
purchase  contract,  even  though  they  endeavored  to;  held,  proper 
and  necessary,  to  keep  the  real  issue  before  the  jury.  Baker  v. 
Bakewelh  208  S.  W.  844,  —  Mo.  App.  — . 

(43)  Brokers  employed  by  the  owner  of  city  property  to  ef- 
fect an  exchange  of  the  same  for  farm  land ;  held,  not  middlemen, 
for  the  owner  of  the  city  property  authorized  them  to  receive 
from  the  owner  of  the  farm  land  note  for  .the  exchange ;  and 
hence,  where  they  misrepresented  to  the  owner  of  the  city  prop- 
erty the  price  of  the  farm  land,  an  instruction,  in  an  action  to 
recover  secret  profits  thus  obtained,  was  not  objectionable  in  fail- 
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ing  to  present  the  question  whether  such  brokers  were  middlemen. 
Schmidt  v.  Wallinger,  99  S.  E.  680,  125  Ya.  361. 

(44)  In  broker's  action  for  commission  for  making  a  sale  of 
defendant's  farm,  it  was  proper  to  state  to  the  jury  that  if  evi- 
dence showed  an  agreement  for  compensation  as  claimed  by  de- 
fendant, the  verdict  should  be  for  him.  Moaney  v.  Burgess,  172 
N.  W.  308,  —  Minn.  Sup.  — • 

(45)  Instruction  that  burden  was  upon  plaintiff  to  show,  by 
a  fair  preponderance  of  evidence,  that  he  was  to  receive  a  com- 
mission per  acre,  as  he  claimed,  was  not  erroneous.    Id. 

(46)  An  instruction  that  to  be  the  procuring  cause  of  the  sale, 
it  was  not  necessary  that  plaintiff  broker  himself  conclude  all  the 
negotiations  culminating  in  a  sale  of  the  property,  if  he  set  in 
motion  the  machinery  by  which  the  work  was  done,  was  well 
framed.    Finney  v.  Newson,  82  S.  441,  —  Ala.  Sup.  — . 

(47)  In  a  broker's  action  for  commissions,  on  sale  of  a  farm, 
an  instruction  that,  whether  the  listing  agreement  between  the 
parties  was  exclusive  or  not,  all  plaintiff  broker  had  to  do,  to 
earn  commission,  was  to  find  and  produce  a  purchaser  ready,  able 
and  willing  to  buy,  etc.,  was  not  objectionable  as  eliminating  the 
element  that  the  broker  must  be  the  procuring  cause  of  the  sale. 
Thomas  v.  Wychoff,  174  N.  W.  26,  —  Iowa  Sup  — . 

(48)  An  instruction,  that  if  a  broker  introduces  a  prospective 
purchaser  to  the  seller,  who  undertakes  to  conduct  the  negotia^ 
tions,  and  finally  sells  the  property,  he  thereby  waives  the  right  to 
insist  on  the  terms  of  the  contract  in  that  respect,  and  is  liable 
for  a  reasonable  commission,  and  the  contract  may  be  introduced 
as  a  guide  in  arriving  at  what  is  reasonable  compensation,  was 
well  framed.    Finney  v.  Newsom,  82  S.  441,  —  Ala.  Sup.  — • 

(49)  Where  plaintiff  purchased  land  which  defendants,  as 
brokers,  sold  for  the  owner;  held,  that  in  an  action  for  damages 
on  the  theory  that  defendants  represented  that  the  owner's  price 
was  $75  an  acre,  when,  in  fact,  it  was  only  $60,  and  by  such  fraud 
made  a  large  profit,  it  was  not  improper  for  the  court  to  add  to 
plaintiff's  requested  instruction,  submitting  the  question  of  false 
representation,  the  question  whether  the  representation  as  to  price 
was  made  without  the  knowledge  and  consent  of  the  owner.  Hays 
V.  Smith,  213  S.  W.  451,  —  Mo.  Sup.  — . 

(50)  An  instruction  that  it  was  conceded  defendants  told  plain- 
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tiff  they  were  acting  as  owner's  agents^  and  that  any  statement 
by  them  as  to  what  the  owner  would  take  for  land  does  not  alone 
constitnte  fraud;  held,  warranted.    Id. 

(51)  In  a  broker's  action  for  commission,  no  precise  form  of 
language  is  necessary  in  an  instruction,  it  is  only  necessary  that 
they  cover  the  idea  that  the  agent  must  have  been  the  procuring 
and  inducing  cause  of  the  sale.  Schndber  v.  Estes,  218  S.  W.  908, 
—  Mo.  App.  — . 

(52)  In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commission  for  effecting  a 
sale  of  land  for  defendants,  where  defendants  asserted  that  it  was 
the  understanding  between  the  parties  that  they  should  pay  only 
a  part  of  the  commissoin  and  that  the  purchaser  should  pay  the 
remainder,  and  that  they  signed  an  agreement  on  condition  that 
it  should  be  signed  by  the  purchasers,  a  requested  instruction  that 
a  broker  can  not  represent  both  parties,  without  their  mutual 
knowledge  and  consent;  held,  warranted.  Murphy  v.  Willis,  219 
S.  W.  776,  —  Ark.  Sup.  — . 

(53)  An  instruction,  that  if  the  jury  found  for  plaintiff,  they 
should  allow  her  such  sum  as  defendant  agreed  to  pay  out  of  the 
purchase  price,  though  it  might  have  been  better  worded,  conveys 
the  idea  that  plaintiff  could  receive  the  agreed  commission  based 
on  the  purchase  price,  if  a  sale  had  been  consummated.  Brown 
V.  Russell,  221  S.  W.  791,  —  Mo.  App.  — . 

(54)  In  a  broker's  action  for  commission  in  which  owner 
claimed  brokerage  contract  provided  for  commission  only  if  land 
sold  for  price  in  excess  of  specified  amount,  instruction  that  jury 
should  find  for  the  owner,  if  the  agreement  required  broker  to  find 
a  purchaser  at  a  sum  that  would  yield  only  such  amount;  held, 
to  sufficiently  present  such  defense.  Kaufman  v.  Jean,  225  S. 
W.  239,  —  Ky.  Ct.  App.  — . 

(53)  In  agenfs  action  for  commission,  an  instruction  that, 
where  two  agents  are  employed  to  find  a  purchaser,  and  each 
makes  an  effort  to  sell  the  property  to  the  same  person,  the  owner 
is  liable  to  the  one  'Vho  is  the  proximate,  efficient  and  procuring 
cause"  of  the  sale,  was  proper,  where  the  owner,  without  plain- 
tiff's knowledge,  sold  it  to  that  person  when  brought  to  him  by 
another  agent.    Oshum  v.  Moore,  193  P.  892,  —  B[an.  Sup.  — . 
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See.  1047g.    Instmotioiui  improperly  given* 

(1)  In  an  action  to  recover  commissions  for  procuring  a  pur- 
chaser for  real  estate ;  held,  that  the  direction  of  a  verdict  in  favor 
of  defendant  was  error  under  the  evidence.  Nudelman  v.  Raffevn 
herg,  185  111.  App.  91. 

(2)  In  a  broker's  action  for  commissions  against  A.^  where  evi- 
dence indicated  that  A.'s  broker  "E.*',  who  claimed  to  own  the 
property,  though  the  record  title  was  in  A.,  was  the  person  who 
negotiated  with  the  broker,  instructions  were  erroneous,  as  making 
the  dummy  personally  liable  on  the  contract  as  a  matter  of  law. 
Rubin  V.  Ernst,  151  N.  Y.  Supp.  849. 

(3)  Instruction  that  if  the  owner  sold  in  breach  of  his  con- 
tract for  less  than  $13,000,  the  agent  was  entitled  to  his  commis- 
sion, was  misleading,  so  as  to  call  for  a  new  trial,  where,  after  the 
sale  a  rebate  to  the  purchaser  was  made  by  the  owner  for  a  short- 
age of  half  an  acre,  the  question  being  whether  the  land  was  sold 
for  $13,000.    Bfiggs  v.  Ball,  129  P.  288,  20  Cal.  App.  372. 

(4)  In  an  action  for  broker's  commission,  evidence  held  not 
to  sustain  an  instruction  requested.  Sholine  v.  Harris,  123  P. 
330,  22  Colo.  App.  63. 

(5)  Instruction  in  an  action  by  a  broker  for  his  commission; 
held,  ambiguous.    Hughes  v.  Kerr,  141  P.  610,  26  Colo.  App.  162. 

(6)  Where  an  intestate  was  to  receive  a  specified  sum  for  ser- 
vices in  assisting  in  getting  an  option  and  other  services  with  ref- 
erence to  certain  land,  an  instruction  that  defendant  agreed  to 
pay  intestate  for  getting  an  option  and  rendering  other  services 
in  consummating  a  sale  was  improper,  as  imposing  on  intestate 
duties  not  required  by  the  contract.  Smith  v.  Crane,  154  S.  W. 
857,  169  Mo.  App.  696. 

(7)  Where  brokers,  in  a  suit  for  commissions  for  inducing  an 
exchange  of  property,  alleged  that  they  were  employed  to  interest 
D.  in  making  an  exchange,  and  were  not  to  be  paid  unless  the 
exchange  was  made  on  terms  satisfactory  to  defendants,  an  in- 
struction authorizing  a  finding  in  plaintiff's  favor,  if  the  contract 
was  that  plaintiffs  should  induce  or  '^attempt"  to  induce  D.  to 
make  the  exchange,  without  regard  to  whether  the  exchange  was 
made  after  '^attempt"  on  defendants'  part  to  cancel  the  agency, 
etc.,  unless  the  jury  found  that  the  attempted  revocation  of  the 
agency  was  made  in  '^entire''  good  faith,  was  objectionable  as  not 
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within  the  issues,  and  also  as  calculated  to  discredit  defendants' 
theory  of  the  transaction  by  the  use  of  the  word  ^'entire,''  and 
cause  the  jury  to  infer  that  their  good  faith  must  have  been  proved 
by  more  satisfactory  testimony  than  was  required  to  prove  other 
facts.    T.  A.  Hill  &  Son  v.  Patton  dk  SchwaHz,  141  S.  W.  1025, 

—  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

(8)  In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commission,  instruction  au- 
thorizing a  recovery  and  refusal  of  a  requested  charge  on  the  sub- 
ject; held,  reversible  error.    Arringion  v.  Lay  den,  175  S.  W.  475, 

—  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

(9)  In  an  action  for  brokerage  commission  for  procuring  pur- 
chaser  for  real  estate  belonging  to  defendant's  mother,  an  instruc- 
tion that  the  question  of  ownership  of  the  property  was  '^al  together 
immaterial" ;  held  misleading,  when  the  controverted  issues  of  fact 
were,  whether  plaintiff  did  not  know  that  defendant  was  acting 
merely  as  agent  of  the  owner  in  the  transaction,  and  whether  de- 
fendant made  any  personal  promise  to  pay  the  commission.  Yud> 
man  v.  Considine,  191  111.  App.  192. 

•  (10)  As  defendant  is  entitled  to  have  an  oral  instruction  given 
presenting  his  theory  of  defense,  that  there  could  be  no  recovery 
for  broker's  commission  if  he  was  not  the  owner  of  the  property 
nor  authorized  to  offer  it  for  sale,  and  plaintiff  so  knew  prior  to 
his  negotiations  with  the  purchaser.    Id. 

(11)  In  an  action  by  an  agent  for  a  commission  provided  for 
in  an  application  for  a  loan,  prepared  by  him  and  read  to  de- 
fendant, where  the  defendant  claimed  that  the  contract  was  in- 
duced by  the  agent's  fraud  in  not  reading  these  parts  providing 
for  a  commission,  the  plaintiff  claimed  that  before  the  defendant 
took  any  steps  under  the  contract,  plaintiff  sent  defendant  a  letter 
referring  to  the  commission  and  explaining  everything,  it  was  a 
question  for  the  jury  whether  a  new  contract  was  made,  regardless 
of  the  application,  and  an  instruction  that  the  agent  was  entitled 
to  recover  if  the  defendant  received  the  letter  was  erroneous.  Car- 
roll  V.  Park,  136  S.  W.  961,  156  Mo.  App.  446. 

(12)  In  an  action  for  commission,  instruction  disregarding  the 
discharge  of  agent  before  sale;  held,  erroneous.  Oraf  dk  Case 
Realty  Co.  v.  Lovell,  163  S.  W.  877,  180  Mo.  App.  706. 

(13)  In  an  action  for  a  broker's  commission  for  procuring  a 
tenant  for  defendant's  premises,   an  instruction  that  plaintiff 
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shotdd  recover  if  defendant  agreed  to  pay  the  plaintiff  a  commis- 
sion for  securing  a  tenant^  and  plaintiff  secured  such  tenant  and 
introduced  him  to  defendant  '^for  the  purpose  and  with  the  intent 
of  leasing  the  premises  in  question,  for  a  period  of  ten  years/'  and 
that  afterward  the  defendant  did  rent  such  premises  to  that  per- 
son, or  if  no  contract  wt^s  made  between  plaintiff  and  defendant, 
that  plaintiff,  with  the  consent  of  defendant,  procured  a  tenant 
for  the  premises,  and  defendant  accepted  such  services,  was  mis- 
leading, as  the  intent  of  the  broker  in  introducing  the  prospective 
tenant  was  not  a  sufficient  basis  for  a  recovery,  in  the  absence  of 
a  contract  to  pay  a  commission,  and  a  showing  that  the  party  in- 
troduced was  able  and  willing  to  make  a  lease  for  tenant.  Floors 
V.  J.  T.  Burgher  &  Co.,  142  S.  W.  939,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ., 
judg.  aff.,  174  S.  W.  819,  —  Tex.  Sup.  — . 

(14)  In  an  action  for  broker's  commission  for  selling  realty, 
a  requested  charge  making  the  right  to  recover  dependent  upon 
defendant's  accepting  conditions  that  he  would  be  required  to  pay 
a  commission,  was  objectionable.  Toland  v.  WilHams  dk  Wiley, 
129  S.  W.  392,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

(15)  In  an  action  for  commissions,  an  instruction  that  if  the 
original  contract  ^Vas  changed  by  mutual  agreement  for  the 
mutual  advantage  of  both  parties,"  was  misleading,  as  permitting 
an  application  that  the  modified  contract  might  not  have  been 
binding,  because  not  as  favorable  to  plaintiff  as  the  original  con- 
tract Bailey  v.  Spalding-Livingston  Inv.  Co.,  136  F.  962,  43 
Utah,  535. 

(16)  In  an  action  for  commissions;  held,  error  to  instruct  on 
the  theory  that  the  owner,  by  accepting  a  check  in  part  payment, 
ratified  the  broker's  contract  of  sale  with  the  prospective  pur- 
chaser, of  which  the  owner  had  not  been  advised,  and  that  he  had 
never  signed.  Cardozo  v.  Middle  Atlantic  Bmi.  Co.,  82  S.  E. 
80,  116  Va.  342. 

(17)  Befusal  to  instruct  that  if  the  owner  originally  authorized 
a  sale  on  certain  terms,  and  subsequently  accepted  prospective 
purchaser's  check  for  collection,  giving  a  receipt,  stating  the  terms 
of  payment  of  the  commission,  such  papers  constituted  the  only 
contract,  and  there  could  be  no  recovery  unless  failure  to  collect 
the  check  was  due  to  the  defendant's  fault;  held,  improper.    Id. 

(18)  In  a  broker's  action  for  conmiission,  there  was  evidence 
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to  warrant  a  finding  that  his  efforts  to  make  a  sale  failed^  and 
that  it  was  finally  made  to  the  same  party  by  another  broker  with 
whom  defendants  had  made  a  like  contract,  a  refusal  of  charges 
that  if  the  second  broker  induced  the  buyer  to  purchase,  after 
plaintiff  had  failed  to  do  so,  verdict  should  be  for  the  defendants^ 
was  error.    Scott  v.  Cleveland,  183  S.  W.  197,  122  Ark.  259. 

(19)  Instruction  to  the  jury  to  find  for  owner,  unless  they  be- 
lieved, from  the  evidence,  that  the  agent  had  established,  by  a 
preponderance  of  the  evidence,  that  agent  named  terms  to  a  pur- 
chaser, who  was  ready,  willing  and  able  to  accept;  held,  improper. 
Hurling  v.  Frey,  182  111.  App.  547. 

(20)  Where  the  price  at  which  a  broker,  without  an  exclusive 
agency,  could  sell,  was  not  fixed,  it  was  error  to  instruct  that  it 
was  immaterial  that  the  owner  did  not  know  that  the  prospective 
purchaser  had  corresponded  with  the  broker,  if  the  broker  pro- 
cured a  purchaser  able  and  willing  to  buy.  Seevers  v.  Cleveland 
Coal  Co,,  138  K  W.  703,  158  Iowa,  574,  Ann.  Cas.  1915  D,  188. 

(21)  Where  there  was  evidence  that  a  purchaser  found  by  a 
broker  was  not  disclosed  to  the  owner,  an  instruction  that  if  the 
broker  '^procured''  a  purchaser,  the  verdict  should  be  for  the 
broker,  was  misleading.  Coppage  v.  Howard,  96  A.  642,  127  Md. 
512. 

(22)  In  an  action  for  a  broker's  commission  for  furnishing  a 
purchaser  for  defendant's  farm,  the  actual  sale  of  the  premises 
being  conducted  by  defendant,  without  assistance  from  plaintiff, 
an  instruction  directing  a  finding  for  plaintiff,  which  omits  any 
hypothesis  of  his  being  the  procuring  cause,  and  submits  whether 
defendant,  after  plaintiff  entered  into  negotiations  with  the  pur- 
chaser, himself  entered  into  negotiations  directly  with  the  pur- 
chaser, as  a  subterfuge  to  avoid  the  payment  of  commission,  is 
error,  there  being  no  evidence  of  defendant  adopting  a  subterfuge. 
Sublette  v.  Lowe,  133  S.  W.  127,  152  Mo.  App.  186. 

(23)  In  an  action  for  a  broker's  commission,  where  the  court 
had  given  instructions  covering  every  phase  of  the  case,  it  was 
error  to  instruct  that,  before  plaintiff  could  recover,  he  must 
show,  by  the  greater  weight  of  the  evidence,  that  he  was  the 
"prime  cause"  of  the  purchase  as  the  jury  might  infer  from  the 
use  of  the  word  "prime"  that  the  cause  must  be  first  in  order  of 
time  originally,  and  that  something  more  definite  was  meant  than 
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was  included  in  the  other  instmctions  as  to  the  ''procuring'' 
cause.  8.  J.  Cox  Bedl  Estate  Co.  ▼.  French,  142  S.  W.  449,  160 
Mo.  App.  678. 

(24)  In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  compensation,  where  it  ap- 
pears that  a  second  broker  had  assisted  in  the  deal,  an  instruction, 
that  if  the  trade  was  solely  made  by  the  second  broker  and  the 
defendant  had  paid  him  a  commission,  then  plaintiff  could  not 
recover,  is  misleading,  since  the  payment  of  the  second  broker 
could  not  affect  plaintiff's  rights.  Weidemeyer  t.  Woodrum,  164 
S.  W.  894,  168  Mo.  App.  716. 

(25)  An  instruction,  in  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commission; 
held  erroneous,  as  tending  to  mislead  the  jury  to  believe  that  the 
sale  must  have  been  completed  within  the  time  limited  by  the 
option,  in  order  for  the  broker  to  recover.  Cole  v.  Crump,  156 
S.  W.  769,  174  Mo.  App.  215. 

(26)  In  action  for  commission  for  obtaining  a  loan  for  con- 
tractors of  Fidelity  Co.,  instruction  held  erroneous,  as  submitting 
loan  of  a  different  character  from  that  claimed  to  have  been  ob- 
tained by  plaintiff.  BaHlett  v.  Oarrett,  175  S.  W.  79,  188  Mo. 
App.  144. 

(27)  An  instruction  permitting  verdict  in  belief  of  plaintiff's 
own  testimony  was  erroneous,  the  instruction  should  have  sub- 
mitted the  question  of  plaintiff's  procuring  cause.    Id. 

(28)  A  requested  instruction  denying  recovery  of  commission 
on  a  sale  of  machinery  and  lease  of  a  mill,  by  the  negotiations 
temporarily  ended;  held,  erroneous.  Nat  Milling  Co,  v.  Eirly, 
94  A.  149,  —  B.  I.  Sup.  — . 

(29)  Where,  in  an  action  for  broker's  commission,  defendant 
claimed  that  he  had  paid  a  commission  to  H.,  who  was  the  pro- 
curing cause  of  the  sale,  an  instruction  that  if,  after  plaintiffs 
carried  the  purchaser  to  see  defendant's  land,  they  returned  to 
town  and  did  not  close  the  deal,  and  the  purchaser  subsequently 
returned  and  purchased  the  land  from  H.,  the  jury  should  find 
for  defendant,  provided  plaintiffs  had  not  shown,  by  a  prepon- 
derance of  the  evidence  that  they  had  an  exclusive  agency  for  the 
sale  of  the  land,  was  improperly  allowed,  without  a  further  quali- 
fication that,  if  the  jury  believed  the  plaintifb*  act  in  showing 
land  to  the  purchaser  was  not  the  proximate  cause  of  the  sale 
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being  made  by  defendant  to  such  porehafier.    Siephenion  v.  Jack' 
son,  128  S.  W.  1196,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

(30)  Evidence  held  not  to  justify  peremptory  instraetion  for 
the  broker  suing  for  a  commission,  where  there  was  evidence  that 
he  was  to  have  no  commission  unless  a  sale  was  consummated, 
and  it  did  not  indisputably  appear  that  the  failure  to  consum- 
mate the  sale  was  due  to  the  owner's  fault.  Heaih  v.  Hoffhines, 
152  S.  W.  176,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

(31)  In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions  for  procuring 
a  purchaser,  a  charge  directing  the  jury's  attention  to  the  acts 
of  defendant's  wife,  as  determining  the  plaintiff's  right  to  a  com- 
mission ;  held  improper,  as  being  misleading.  Alexander  v.  SmUk, 
61  S.  68,  180  Ala.  541. 

(32)  Where  an  owner  claimed  that  the  prospective  purchaser, 
upon  examination  of  the  abstract,  refused  to  complete  the  pur- 
chase under  any  circumstances,  an  instruction  held  erroneous,  as 
denying  owner  a  reasonable  time  within  which  to  correct  defects 
in  his  title.    Bunyard  v.  Farman,  161  S.  W.  640, 176  Mo.  App.  89. 

(33)  In  broker's  action  for  commission  on  a  sale  which  the 
purchaser  failed  to  complete,  instruction  making  owner's  duty  to 
sue  to  enforce  the  contract  dependent  entirely  upon  the  adnce 
given  him  by  his  counsel;  held  improper.  Middle  Atlan.  Emu 
Co.  V.  Ardon,  78  S.  E.  588,  115  Va.  148. 

(34)  In  an  action  for  commission,  instruction  that  broker 
could  not  sue  to  compel  the  purchaser  to  perform  the  contract 
negotiated  by  the  broker  was  erroneous.  Cardoso  v.  Middle  Ail 
Emi.  Co.,  82  S.  R  80,  116  Va.  342. 

(35)  The  instructions,  in  a  brokers'  action  for  commissions  for 
procuring  an  exchange  of  real  estate,  should  have  submitted  the 
question  of  the  owner's  consent  to  the  broker  acting  as  agent  for 
both  parties,  where  the  evidence  raised  that  question.  Ooldsberry 
V.  Thomas,  165  S.  W.  1179,  178  Mo.  App.  334. 

(36)  Proof  that  a  real  estate  broker  declared  an  intention  to 
withhold  certain  material  information  from  his  principal,  without 
proof  of  actual  expression  of  such  information  or  of  the  vendor's 
igDoranee  thereof;  held,  not  to  authorize  an  instruction  pro- 
pounding an  inquiry  as  to  the  broker's  bad  faith.  Peters  v.  BUey, 
81  S.  E.  530,  73  W.  Va.  785. 

(37)  In  an  action  for  a  broker's  commission  in  procuring  an 


PLEADINGS^  PBACTICE,  BTO.  835 

exchange  of  real  estate^  where  there  was  no  special  agreement  as 
to  the  rate  of  commission,  an  oral  charge  to  the  jury  that,  if  they 
fonnd  the  issue  for  plaintiff^  their  yerdict  must  be  for  a  certain 
gum  computed  at  a  certain  rate  on  the  trade  value;  held,  error 
under  the  testimony.    Hovey  v.  Maiteson,  188  III.  App.  486. 

(38)  Where,  in  an  action  for  broker's  commission,  it  was  shown 
that,  after  the  deal  was  closed,  plaintiff  requested  defendant  to 
mail  her  a  check  for  $250  as  her  commission,  not  shown  to  have 
been  merely  an  offer  of  compromise,  it  was  error  to  charge,  that 
if  the  jury  found  for  plaintiff,  their  verdict  must  be  for  $750  and 
interest,  on  the  theory  that  all  the  evidence  showed  that  such  was 
the  customary  commission.  O'Donnell  v.  McElroy,  138  S.  W.  674, 
157  Mo.  App.  547. 

(39)  An  instruction  to  find  for  plaintiff  in  the  amount  agreed 
upon  with  his  principal;  held  erroneous,  where  the  amount  was 
undisputed.    Tull  v.  Starmer,  176  S.  W.  611,  188  Mo.  App.  713. 

(40)  Where,  in  a  suit  for  broker's  conunissions,  plaintiff's  coun- 
sel gave  notice  that  be  elected  to  base  plaintiff's  right  to  recover 
on  a  quantum  meruit,  and  the  testimony  varied  as  to  the  amount 
on  which  commission  should  be  based,  and  as  to  the  reasonable 
value  of  the  services,  the  court  erred  in  instructing  that  plaintiff's 
claim  was  for  services  on  an  agreed  compensation,  and  in  omit- 
ting to  submit  the  question  of  reasonable  value  to  the  jury.  Whit- 
ten  V.  Oriswold,  118  P.  1018,  60  Or.  318. 

(41)  Where  there  was  no  express  contract  to  pay  plaintiff  a 
specified  amount  for  services  in  procuring  a  purchaser  for  realty, 
so  that  he  was  only  entitled  to  recover  upon  an  implied  contract 
for  the  reasonable  value  of  such  services,  if  at  all,  it  was  error 
not  to  so  charge  in  an  action  for  commission.  Toland  v.  Willuims 
A  Wiley,  120  S.  W.  392,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

(42)  In  a  broker's  action  for  commission;  held,  entitled  to  in* 
struction  on  issue  of  his  want  of  notice  that  buyer  was  procured 
by  plaintiff,  the  several  portions  of  general  charge  referring  to 
such  issue  being  too  narrow  under  the  evidence.  Fawley  v.  Shel- 
don, 163  N.  W.  585,  —  Iowa  Sup.  — . 

(43)  Evidence  in  an  action  for  commission  on  an  exchange  of 
lands;  held,  not  to  warrant  an  instruction  on  adoption  by  ratifica- 
tion of  defendant  of  plaintiffs'  act  in  finding  a  purchaser.  Ander- 
son V.  Walters,  194  S.  W.  1153,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 
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(44)  Instruction  that  bnrden  was  on  broker  to  show  that  de- 
fendant listed  land  for  sale  at  agreed  commission,  and  that  the 
broker  found  a  purchaser  ready,  willing  and  able  to  buy  at  stipu- 
lated price,  does  not  cover  the  ground  of  performance,  for  instroc- 
tion  that  broker  could  not  recover  if  sale  was  on  terms  different 
from  those  named  by  defendant.  Cooper  v,  Lyman,  194  S.  W.  3, 
—  Ark.  Sup.  — . 

(45)  In  an  action  by  a  broker  to  recover  a  stipulated  commis- 
sion for  an  exchange  of  real  estate  between  defendants  and 
others;  held,  that  a  verdict  for  defendants  should  have  been  in- 
structed under  the  evidence.    Zurek  v.  Ferfeckl,  199  HI.  App.  587. 

(46)  Where  broker  authorized  to  sell  realty  on  certain  terms 
negotiated  less  favorable  contract,  which  was  entered  into  by 
owner  an  agreement  that  difference  was  to  be  paid  out  of  broker's 
commissions,  instruction  that  owner  must  pay  full  amount  of 
commission  while  permitting  broker  to  act  as  his  agent;  held, 
reversible.    Paulson  v.  Reeds,  167  K  W.  371,  —  N.  D.  Sup.  — . 

(47)  In  action  for  commission,  evidence  held  insufficient  to 
disclose  any  bad  faith  or  fraudulent  practice  of  broker,  so  as  to 
warrant  an  instruction  as  to  good  faith  on  the  part  of  agent 
toward  his  principal.  Raleigh  Real  Estate  Co.  v.  Moser,  95  S.  E. 
498,  176  N.  C.  266. 

(48)  In  a  broker's  action  for  commissions,  where  there  was  no 
contract  upon  which  defense  was  founded  other  than  the  express 
contract  upon  which  broker  had  based  claim,  instruction  that 
burden  of  proving  a  "special  contract,*'  was  not  to  be  paid  if 
deal  did  not  go  through  was  upon  defendants;  held,  erroneous. 
Jackson  v.  Kohler,  124  N.  E.  650,  —  111.  Sup.  — . 

(49)  Instruction  that  owner  of  realty  is  responsible  for  fraudu- 
lent representations  of  broker  with  whom  defendants  listed  for 
sale,  though  owner  did  not  instruct  broker  to  make  such  repre- 
sentations and  did  not  know  that  they  were  being  made,  was  er- 
roneous.   Ringer  v.  Wilkins,  183  P.  986,  —  Idaho  Sup.  — . 

(50)  In  broker's  action  for  conunission,  founded  upon  a  spe- 
cial contract  and  involving  dispute  as  to  terms  thereof,  instruction 
based  upon  a  ^^iring  contract  made  without  any  conditions,  the 
broker  employed  in  the  usual  way*';  held  misleading,  since  in- 
struction should  have  been  based  on  a  particular  contract.  Hope' 
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well  S eights  Dev.  Co.  v.  Kagey-Marshall  Sealty  Co.,  102  S.  E. 
82,  —  Va.  Sup.  — . 

(51)  In  a  broker's  action  for  oommiasion  inyolving  questions 
of  whether  the  broker  was  the  procuring  cause,  instruction  to 
find  for  broker,  if  he  was  ^'instrumental''  in  bringing  the  owner 
and  purchaser  together;  held,  erroneous,  in  that  broker  is  per- 
mitted thereby  to  recover  commission  on  sale  with  which  he  was 
only  remotely  connected,  and  which  was  not  induced  or  procured 
by  his  efforts,  since  broker  may  be  ^^instrumental"  in  selling 
property,  without  having  anything  to  do  with  finding  a  pur- 
chaser, so  as  to  be  the  procuring  cause  thereof.  Low  v.  Paddock, 
220  S.  W.  969,  —  Mo.  App.  — . 

(52)  In  broker's  action  for  compensation  for  procuring  party 
to  land  exchange  transaction,  instruction  that  broker  could  not 
recover  railroad  fare  and  expenses  on  trip  to  show  the  properties 
to  be  exchanged  to  defendant;  held,  misleading.  Morrison  v. 
Jackson  85  S.  573,  —  Ala.  App.  — . 

Sec.  1047h.   Inatrnctiona  properly  refused. 

(1)  The  refusal  of  an  instruction  on  plaintiff's  right  to  re- 
cover commission  sued  for ;  held,  not  error.  Olaum  v.  Skang,  152 
N.  W.  760,  129  Minn.  377. 

(2)  Where  a  broker  suing  for  compensation  alleged  a  contract 
fixing  no  time  for  completion,  instructions,  with  some  support  in 
evidence,  on  the  theory  that  defendant  withdrew  the  land  from 
sale,  and  so  notified  the  purchaser,  were  properly  refused  under 
the  answer,  pleading  an  agreement  which,  defendant  claimed,  ex- 
pired by  limitation  of  time  without  performance,  but  not  averring 
rescission  of  the  contract  alleged  by  the  broker  and  the  giving  of 
notice  thereof.    Hall  v.  Olson,  114  P.  638,  58  Or.  464. 

(3)  Plaintiffs,  who  were  authorized  to  sell  land  for  defendants, 
were  not  parties  to  a  written  contract  between  defendants  and  the 
purchaser,  alleged  to  have  been  written  in  the  form  of  an  agency 
contract  to  sell,  binding  the  purchasers  to  purchase  the  land  im- 
sold  after  specified  time,  in  order  to  deprive  plaintiffs  of  their 
right  to  commissions.  Held,  that  a  requested  charge  that  if  the 
jury  did  not  believe  that  the  purchaser  contracted  to  purchase  the 
lands  from  defendants,  and  that  defendants  conspired  to  write 
the  contract  in  the  form  adopted,  in  order  to  defraud  plaintiffs 
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release  obligation  for  payment  of  commission.    Brady  y.  Bxeheii 
&  Casey,  202  S.  W.  170,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

(15)  In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  compensation  for  an  ex- 
change, which  failed  because  of  defects  in  title,  a  requested  in- 
struction using  the  word  ^^complete'^  abstract,  which  was  not  m 
the  agreement  to  furnish,  was  properly  refused,  the  parties  Iiav- 
ing  understood  that  there  were  one  or  more  incumbrances  on 
each  piece  to  be  exchanged,  that  the  phrase  ^^complete"  abstract 
might  have  instructed  the  jury  tliat  a  perfect  title  was  required. 
Empire  Sec.  Co.  v.  Webb,  81  S.  61,  —  Ala.  Sup.  — . 

(16)  Evidence  held  to  show  that  after  the  agreement  for  the 
broker  to  stand  aside  and  let  the  principals  complete  the  negotia- 
tions begun,  the  defendant  did  not  consider  the  agency  terminated, 
but  stated  that  a  commission  would  be  paid,  so  that  a  peremptory 
instruction  for  defendant  was  properly  refused.  Kirhy  Lumber 
Co.  V.  West,  220  S.  W.  639,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

(17)  In  an  action  for  broker's  commission  for  procuring  a 
purchaser  ready  and  able  to  buy,  though  the  owner  refused  to  sell, 
a  requested,  instruction  that  the  burden  was  on  plaintiff  to  prove 
that  she  sold  defendant's  farm  was  erroneous,  and  properly  re- 
fused.   Brown  v.  Bussell,  221  S.  W.  791,  —  Mo.  App.  — . 

(18)  In  a  broker's  action  for  compensation,  broker's  requested 
instruction  submitting  an  issue  of  the  case ;  held,  properly  refnsed 
as  misleading.    Morrison  v.  Jackson,  85  S.  673,  —  Ala.  Sup.  — . 

(19)  Instruction  as  to  broker  being  the  procuring  cause;  held 
misleading,  and  therefore  properly  refused.    Id. 

(20)  In  an  action  by  a  broker  employed  to  find  a  purchaser 
for  realty,  a  requested  instruction,  that  if  plaintiff  attempted  to 
interest  the  purchaser,  but  did  not  succeed  in  inducing  him  *% 
negotiate  with  the  owner"  for  its  purchase,  and  thereafter  the 
other  agents,  by  their  efforts,  effected  a  sale,  the  plaintiff  would 
be  entitled  to  the  commission,  which  the  jury  might  have  under- 
stood as  implying  that  plaintiff's  failure  to  introduce  the  pur- 
chaser to  the  owner  would  defeat  a  recovery,  was  properly  rejected. 
Osbum  V.  Moore,  193  P,  892,  —  Kan.  Sup.  — . 


CHAPTER  XVn. 

8Bcno%. 

1048-10630.  Findings  hy  the  court 

105i-10Md.  Verdicts. 

106&-1071d.  Judgments. 

See.  1048.    nnding  that  there  was  no  failure  of  ooniideratioii 
was  proper. 

Defendants  executed  two  notes  for  $385  in  payment  of  a  com- 
mission for  selling  land,  and  payable  only  in  the  event  that  the 
vendees  of  the  land  remained  on  it  for  one  year  and  made  im- 
provements equal  in  value  to  the  notes ;  the  vendees  plowed  one 
hundred  acres  of  land,  which  increased  its  value  $2.50  per  acre^ 
erected  buildings,  and  constructed  drainage  worth  $75,  and  a 
levee  worth  $64;  but,  with  the  consent  of  the  defendants,  to 
whom  they  executed  a  reconveyance,  abandoned  the  premises 
before  the  expiration  of  a  year.  Held,  that  a  finding  that  there 
was  no  failure  of  consideration  for  the  notes,  was  proper.  Eastan 
Packing  Co.  v.  Kennedy,  131  Cal.  xviii,  63  P.  130. 

8eo.  1049.    Finding  that  there  was  no  agreement  to  pay  plain- 
tiff five  per  cent,  commission  was  proper. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  services,  the  complaint  was  on 
a  quantum  meruity  alleging  performance  of  services  reasonably 
worth  a  certain  sum;  the  evidence  showed  that  plaintiff,  in  a 
conversation  between  himself  and  defendant,  had  stated  that  his 
commission  rate  was  five  per  cent.,  but  nothing  further  was  said 
either  at  that  time  or  at  the  time  of  the  plaintiff's  employment 
by  the  defendant  with  reference  to  commissions ;  commissions  in 
general  were  shown  to  vary  from  three  to  five  per  cent  depend- 
ing upon  the  amount  involved  and  the  circumstances.  Held^  that 
a  finding  that  there  was  no  agreement  to  pay  plaintiff  a  five 
I>er  cent,  commission  was  proper.    Burden  v.  BrigvUei.  125  Wis. 
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341,  104  N.  W,  83;  Hatfield  v.  Holquist,  166  N.  W.  1068,  139 
Minn.  513. 

Sea  1050,    Finding  for  plaintiff  on  one  oonnti  finding  agaimt 
him  on  the  other. 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  for  oonunissions,  the 
court's  finding  for  plaintiff  on  the  eonnt  of  his  complaint  relying 
on  an  express  contract  was,  in  effect,  a  finding  against  him  on 
the  count  on  a  quantum  meruit.  Willard  v.  Carrigan,  8  Ariz.  70, 
68  P.  538. 

Sec.  1051.    Finding  that  plaintiff  kept  back  part  of  the  loan 
equal  to  amount  of  two  mortgages  was  error. 

Defendant  applied  to  a  real  estate  agent  for  a  mortgage  loan. 
Three  unsatisfied  mortgages  were  to  be  paid  with  the  proceeds 
of  the  loan;  plaintiff  agreed  with  the  agent  to  make  the  loan, 
and  gave  the  agent  a  check  for  the  amount,  taking  a  mortgage 
on  the  property,  the  agent  assuring  him  that  he  would  search 
the  title  and  see  that  plaintiff  had  a  first  mortgage,  but  not 
informing  him  of  the  outstanding  incumbrances;  (m  execution  of 
the  mortgage,  defendant  instructed  the  agent  to  pay  off  the  three 
outstanding  mortgages  with  a  part  of  the  money  in  his  xxMses- 
sion;  the  agent  paid  off  one  of  the  three  mortgages  only,  and 
appropriated  the  rest  of  the  money.  Held,  that  the  payment 
of  the.  amount  of  the  loan  to  the  agent  was  a  payment  to  him 
as  agent  of  the  defendant,  and  a  finding  that  plaintiff  had  kept 
back  a  part  of  the  loan  equal  to  the  amount  of  the  two  mort- 
gages was  error.  Henker  v.  Schwicker,  174  N.  Y.  298,  66  N. 
E.  971 ;  affirming  73  N.  T.  S.  656,  67  A.  D.  196.    See  also  Sec.269. 

Sec.  1052.    Finding  did  not  entitle  plaintiff  to  recover. 

Tn  an  action  for  commissions  for  selling  land,  ^e  court  found 
that  plaintiff  sold  a  lot  and  was  paid  his  commissions;  that  the 
other  lots  were  sold  by  defendants  to  B.  who  sold  them  to  R. 
and  that  R.  paid  plaintiff  a  commission  therefor;  that  at  IL's 
request,  as  a  matter  of  convenience,  for  certain  reasons,  B.  con- 
veyed the  lots  back  to  defendant,  who  then  conveyed  them  to 


PLBADINGB^  FBAOTIOB,  Bia  843 

B.9  but  defendant  in  nowise  made  itself  responsible  to  plaintiff 
for  any  commissions  on  the  sale.  Held,  that  under  the  finding 
plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover.  Fortran  v.  South  End 
Land  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '07),  105  S.  W.  323;  Saniey  v,  Cramer, 
131  P.  288,  24  Colo.  App.  16;  Baldxno  v.  Henneberry,  191  HI. 
App.  S68;  VcKinney  v.  Thedford,  166  S.  W.  443,  —  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  — ;  Tulane  Educa.  Funds,  etc.  v.  Baccich  £  De  Montlugin, 
Be  S.  871,  129  La.  469;  Friends  v.  Mdkin,  202  HI.  App.  140; 
Tearson  v.  Wheeler,  180  P.  345,  —  Cal.  App.  — ;  EollingswoHh 
V.  JU orris,  81  S.  782,  —  Pla.  Snp.  — ;  Smith  v.  Rolinson,  214  S. 
W.  771,  —  Ky.  Ct.  App.  — ;  Campbell  v.  Yanetti,  181  P.  963,  — 
Nev.  Snp.  — ;  Levins  v.  Gray,  176  N.  T.  Snp.  77;  Roih  v.  Thom^ 
son,  180  P.  656,  —  OaL  App.  — . 

8eo.  1052aii    Hnding  by  the  oonrt  not  raatainad  b7  tlM  e^i- 
denoe. 

In  an  action  to  recover  commissions  earned  by  the  sale  of 
real  estate,  it  appeared  that  the  owner  gave  the  proposed  pur- 
chaser an  option  to  purchase  the  land  if  the  holder  of  a  prior 
existing  option  failed  to  purchase.  The  sale  was  made  to  a  party 
not  named  in  the  first  option,  but  who  claimed  the  right  to 
purchase  thereunder.  Held,  in  an  action  to  recover  commissions 
for  procuring  a  person  ready  to  buy  under  the  second  option, 
that  the  finding  that  the  party  to  whom  the  sale  was  in  fact 
made  was  not  entitled  to  purchase  tinder  the  first  option  waa 
not  sustained  by  the  evidence.  Frye  v.  "Wakefield,  107  Minn. 
291,  120  N.  W.  36;  Little  v.  Gorman,  114  P.  321,  39  Utah,  63; 
Mecwing  v.  Becker,  152  N.  T.  Snp.  385,  166  App.  Div.  793. 

Sec  10B3.    rinding  that  broker  acted  for  defendant  wae 
proper. 

In  an  action  for  deceit  arising  out  of  an  exchange  of  property, 
through  a  broker's  acting  for  defendant,  evidence  that  defend- 
ant stated  that  his  broker  made  a  mean  trade  for  him,  and  that 
he  had  made  a  poor  trade,  warrants  a  finding  that  such  broker 
was  acting  for  defendant  in  effecting  the  exchange.  Arnold  v. 
Teel,  182  Mass.  1,  64  N.  E.  413. 
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See.  1053a.    Erronecufc  finding  that  defendant  wag  indebted  to 
plaintiff. 

A  finding  by  the  court,  under  a  count  for  four  per  cent,  com- 
mission for  procuring  a  loan  of  $8,000  on  a  first  mortgage ;  that 
defendant  agreed  to  pay  such  commission;  that  plaintiff  unsao- 
cessfully  negotiated  with  a  member  of  a  firm  for  the  loan;  thit 
pl€Lintiff  introduced  defendant  to  such  partner,  and  that  there- 
after, without  plaintiff's  knowledge,  defendant  procured  from 
such  partner  a  loan  of  $2,000  of  his  individual  funds  on  a 
second  mortgage,  will  not  support  a  conclusion  of  law  that  de- 
fendant was  indebted  to  plaintiff  for  $80,  ''being  a  commission 
of  four  per  cent,  on  $2,000."  DiUz  v.  Spahr,  16  Ind.  App.  591» 
45  N.  B.  1066. 

8eo.  1063b.    Evidence  beld  insufficient  to  show  abili^  of  pur- 
chaser to  pay  for  property  purchased. 

Where  a  broker  sues  for  commissions  for  procuring  a  ptir- 
chaser  able  to  purchase  on  defendant's  teriDs,  one  of  which  was 
a  cash  payment  of  $25,000,  evidence  that  the  purchaser's  assets 
consisted  of  a  stock  of  groceries,  the  value  of  which  is  not  known, 
and  a  cause  of  action  against  third  parties  for  $10,000  or  $12,000, 
for  money  loaned,  and  that  he  has  no  funds  in  his  possession; 
Held,  insufficient  to  show  the  purchaser's  ability  to  pay  $25,000 
cash.  Schnitzer  v.  Price,  106  N.  Y.  S.  767,  122  App.  Div.  409. 
See  also  Sec.  157. 

See.  1063c.   Findings  by  the  oonrt. 

(1)  In  an  action  for  share  of  profits  on  purchase  of  land  in 
which  sellers  intervened,  evidence  held  to  show  that  plaintifis 
were  agents  for  the  sellers  for  the  sale  of  the  land.  Fred  Brown 
&  Co.  V.  Cash,  145  N.  W.  80,  165  Iowa,  221. 

(2)  Evidence  in  an  action  for  commission  for  procuring  a  sale 
of  realty ;  held,  to  show  that  the  sale  was  not  made  in  a  reasonable 
time.    Alford  v.  Creagh,  62  S.  254,  7  Ala.  App.  368. 

(3)  In  an  action  for  commissions  for  procuring  an  exchange 
of  realty,  evidence  held  to  sustain  a  finding  that  defendant  agreed 
to  pay  a  commission,  if  plaintiff  should  procure  some  one  willing 
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to  find  a  pnrchaser  or  one  who  would  exchange.     Simpson  y. 
Blewitt,  160  S.  W.  1087,  110  Ark.  87. 

(4)  Evidence,  in  an  action  for  commission  for  procnring  a 
sale  of  realty,  held  to  show  that  neither  exchange  nor  sale  was 
effected  by  the  broker.  Naylor  v.  Ashton,  130  P.  181,  20  Cal. 
App.  544. 

(5)  Broker's  testimony,  in  an  action  against  another  broker 
for  commission,  held  to  snpport  a  findiog  of  a  contract  to  pay 
commissions,  notwithstanding  other  conflicting  testimony.  John- 
sion  V.  Porter,  131  P.  69,  21  Cal.  App.  997. 

(6)  If  it  was  necessary  to  show  agent's  right  to  commission 
on  the  sale,  proof  that  he  was  entitled  to  snch  commission  under 
an  agreement  with  a  third  broker,  who  had  a  contract  with  the 
owner,  was  sufScient.    Id. 

(7)  In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commission  earned  by  nego- 
tiating lease,  evidence  held  sufficient  to  justify  finding  that  the 
agreement  to  pay  was  not  conditioned  upon  the  procuring  of  a 
lessee  who  would  not  require  the  lessor  to  install  a  vault  and 
steam  heating  apparatus.  Creditors^  Adjustment  Co.  v.  Rossi, 
148  P.  528,  26  Cal.  App.  725. 

(8)  In  an  action  brought  by  a  member  of  a  real  estate  firm 
in  his  own  name,  to  recover  his  share  of  a  commission  for  selling 
real  estate,  under  a  written  contract  between  defendant  and  the 
firm,  evidence  held  insufficient  to  show  a  parol  agreement  by  de- 
fendant to  pay  plaintiff,  individually,  his  share  of  the  commission. 
LocJeett  v.  Zimmennan,  185  HI.  App.  58. 

(9)  Evidence,  in  an  action  for  a  broker's  commission,  held  to 
show  that  the  exclusive  agency  granted  plaintiff  had  terminated. 
Rasor  £  Johnston  v.  Spurting,  184  111.  App.  357. 

(10)  In  an  action  for  commissions  for  procuring  a  purchaser 
for  real  estate,  evidence  held  to  show  that  the  plaintiffs  were 
verbally  authorized  to  sell  the  land,  that  they  found  a  purchaser 
ready,  willing  and  able  to  buy,  and  that  the  defendant  refused 
to  consummate  the  sale.  Schneider  v.  Commons,  190  111.  App. 
121. 

(11)  Where  a  broker  sued  to  recover  commission  for  effecting 
a  sale  of  real  estate,  evidence  held  insufficient  to  show  that  the 
owner  acted  in  bad  faith  in  selling  the  property  through  another 
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agent  sells  to  entitle  each  broker  to  a  commission.    Baldimo  ?. 
Henneberry,  191  111.  App.  368. 

(12)  Where  each  of  two  brokers,  in  whose  hands  property  had 
been  placed  for  the  purpose  of  securing  a  tenant,  submitted  the 
name  of  the  same  person  as  a  prospective  tenant,  assent  of  the 
principal  to  protect  both  was  insufScient,  in  itself,  to  show  lia- 
bility to  the  one  not  actually  furnishing  a  tenant.  Thorpe  ?. 
Cameron-Schroth  Co,,  191  111.  App.  455. 

(13)  In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  for  commission  in 
negotiating  a  contract  for  an  exchange  of  defendant's  real  estate, 
evidence  held  to  show  that  plaintiffs  had  procured  the  execution 
of  a  valid  and  enforceable  contract,  and  to  support  a  recovery  of 
the  commissions  provided  for  in  the  contract.  Darby  v.  Ovitdk- 
son,  191  111.  App.  604. 

(14)  In  an  action  to  recover  conmiissions  for  services  in  ef- 
fecting an  exchange  of  real  estate,  evidence  held  to  show  that 
plaintiff  was  engaged  in  the  business  of  brokerage  as  an  occupa- 
tion, without  having  procured  a  license,  and  that  therefore  he  was 
not  entitled  to  recover.    Roman  v.  DaaJcel,  192  111.  App.  603. 

(15)  Evidence  held  sufScient  to  show  that  party  employing 
broker  was  liable  in  fact,  although  she  was  acting  as  referee  in 
selling  the  land.    Jones  v.  Ford,  134  N.  W.  569,  154  Iowa,  549. 

(16)  Evidence  held  sufficient  to  sustain  a  finding  that  the  con- 
tract with  the  broker  for  conmiissions  did  not  contemplate  an 
agreement  afterwards  made  by  the  owner  with  another  for  the 
survey  and  sale  of  the  property.  May  v.  Brachett,  140  N.  W. 
209,  159  Iowa,  101. 

(17)  In  an  action  for  commissions  for  procuring  a  purchaser 
for  property,  evidence  held  not  to  show  that  defendant  made  a 
pretended  sale  to  another,  and  through  him  to  the  purchaser 
whom  plaintiff  had  procured,  for  the  purpose  of  defrauding  plain- 
tiff of  his  commission.  Beamer  v.  Stuber,  145  N.  W.  936,  164 
Iowa,  309. 

(18)  Evidence  held  to  support  a  finding  that  defendant  en- 
gaged'plaintiff  to  procure  an  extshange  of  his  land,  that  plaintiff 
brought  defendant  and  another  together,  and  that  they  entered 
into  a  contract  for  the  exchange,  defendant  not  then  objecting  to 
a  mineral  lease  on  the  other  party's  land.  Allgood  v.  Pahmey, 
146  N.  W.  42,  164  Iowa,  540. 
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(19)  In  a  suit  against  a  bank,  which  acted  as  a  broker,  for 
commission  for  sale  of  a  farm  made  by  plaintiff,  evidence  held 
to  show  that  the  bank  which  received  the  commission  was  liable 
for  the  land  so  listed  with  another.  BenzUr  v.  First  Nat.  Bank, 
154  N.  W.  471,  —  Iowa  Sup.  — . 

(20)  Evidence,  in  an  action  to  recover  broker's  commission  on 
a  sale  of  real  estate;  held,  not  to  show  an  express  promise  to  pay 
the  agent  the  cash  received  over  a  stipulated  sum.  Jordan  v. 
Hill,  164  N.  W.  579,  172  Iowa,  414.     • 

(21)  In  an  action  on  an  agreement  to  divide  commissions,  evi- 
dence held  sufficient  to  show  that  plaintiff  did  not,  subsequent  to 
the  agreement,  agree  to  accept  a  sum  in  lieu  of  the  profits,  but 
that  defendant  financed  the  deal  adversely  to  plaintiff.  Jones  v. 
Lorack,  156  N.  W.  373,  —  Iowa  Sup.  — . 

(22)  Evidence,  in  an  action  for  commission  on  a  sale  of  realty; 
held,  to  show  that  the  oral  contract  superseding  the  written  one' 
between  the  parties,  did  not  bind  plaintiff  to  sell  the  property  at 
$3,500,  to  be  entitled  to  a  commission.    Ranee  v.  Robinson  Inv. 
Co.,  154  P.  224,  97  Kan.  11. 

(23)  In  broker's  action  for  conmiission,  evidence  held  to  show 
that  negotiations  with  prospective  purchaser  procured  by  broker 
were  broken  off  for  want  of  an  acceptable  offer,  and  that  subse- 
quently selling  property,  defendant  did  not  know  that  such  pros- 
pective purchaser  was  interested  in  the  purchase.  Treacy  v.  OiV' 
man,  171  S.  W.  153,  161  Ky.  513. 

(24)  Evidence  held  insufficient  to  show  that  plaintiff's  author- 
ity to  act  as  defendant's  broker  in  the  transaction  relied  on  had 
expired  before  the  sale  was  made.  Reed  v.  lAliby,  84  A.  1001, 
109  Me.  568. 

(25)  In  an  action  against  a  lessor  for  a  commission  for  nego- 
tiating a  lease,  evidence  held  to  show  that  the  proposition  to  de- 
fendant came  from  plaintiff  as  the  representative  of  the  lessee. 
Gordon  v.  First  Universalist  Society  of  Marlborough,  104  N.  E. 
448,  217  Mass.  30. 

(26)  Evidence  held  insufficient  to  show  that  the  vendor  left 
money  with  defendant  wherewith  to  pay  plaintiff.  Edwards  v. 
Thoman,  153  N.  W.  806,  187  Mich.  361. 

(27)  Evidence  held  sufficient  to  show  a  general  contract  of 
agency  for  the  sale  of  land,  so  as  to  entitle  plaintiff  broker  to  his 
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commission^  whether  the  land  was  sold  at  the  price  originally  de- 
manded or  not.  Lemer  v.  Harvey,  166  N.  W.  427,  189  Hich. 
249. 

(28)  The  owner  gave  a  proposed  purchaser  an  option  to  pur- 
chase the  land,  if  the  holder  of  a  prior  existing  option  failed  to 
purchase.  The  sale  was  made  to  a  party  not  named  in  the  first 
option,  and  who  claimed  the  right  to  purchase  thereunder.  Held, 
in  an  action  to  recover  commission  for  procuring  a  person  readj 
to  huy  under  the  second  option,  that  a  finding  that  the  party  to 
whom  the  sale  was  in  fact  made  was  not  entitled  to  purchase 
under  the  first  option  was  not  sustained  by  the  eyidence.  Frjs 
V.  Wakefield,  120  N.  W.  35,  107  Minn.  291. 

(29)  Evidence,  in  an  action  on  notes,  where  a  defendant  real 
estate  broker  interposed  a  counterclaim  for  a  commission;  held, 
to  sustain  a  finding  that  defendant,  in  procuring  purchasers  for 
land,  was  working  for  plaintiff  individually,  and  not  for  the 
corporation  which  he  represented.  Kenniston  v.  Haw,  144  If.  W. 
452,  124  Minn.  140. 

(30)  Evidence,  in  a  broker's  action  for  conmiission;  held,  to 
sustain  finding  that  the  owner  did  not  himself  sell  the  property. 
Wright  V.  Waiie,  148  K  W.  50,  126  Minn.  115. 

(31)  Evidence,  in  an  action  for  commission  of  $2  per  acre  on 
a  sale  of  land;  held,  to  sustain  a  finding  for  plaintiff  as  to  the 
terms  of  the  employment  contract.  Olaum  v.  Shang,  160  N.  W. 
760,  129  Minn.  377. 

(32)  In  an  action  against  directors  of  a  trust  company  for 
agreed  compensation  for  procuring  land,  evidence  held  not  to 
show  any  contractual  relation  of  Board  of  Directors  with  plain- 
tiff or  their  authority  to  a  co-director  to  represent  them.  Bart- 
lett  V.  Garrett,  176  S.  W.  79,  188  Mo.  App.  144. 

(33)  In  an  action  for  commission  for  procuring  a  tenant  able 
to  pay  part  of  expenses  of  erecting  a  building  on  defendant's  lots, 
evidence  held  to  show  that  an  agreement  between  defendant  and 
the  prospective  tenant,  of  a  certain  date,  had  been  abandoned  by 
mutual  consent,  and  no  new  agreement  made.  Herrtm  v.  Cam^ 
eron,  128  N.  T.  Sup.  871,  144  App.  Div.  43. 

(34)  Part  of  testimony  of  plaintiff,  in  an  action  by  a  broker 
against  M.  and  B.,  husband  and  wife,  for  commissions  for  intro- 
ducing a  customer,  '^  had  a  conversation  with  M.  and  B.  as  to 
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who  owned  the  property.  He  told  me  the  two  were  the  owners, 
but  she  is  the  one  of  record.  She  was  there.  She  said,  ^here  is 
no  difference,  me  or  my  hnsband ;  he  does  the  work  for  me.'  **  It 
cannot  be  said  plaintiff  offered  no  evidence  either  of  ownership 
by  M.  or  of  authorization  by  him,  on  his  own  account,  to  sell  the 
property.    Oordon  v.  Rosenthal,  130  N.  T.  Sup.  226. 

(36)  In  an  action  by  a  broker  to  recover  compensation  for 
procuring  a  person  willing  to  lease  defendant's  building,  evidence 
held  snflScient  to  raise  implied  promise  on  the  part  of  defendant 
to  pay  for  the  broker's  services.  'Einhom  v.  P.  Derby  A  Co.,  132 
N.  T.  Sup.  827. 

(36)  Evidence  held  to  sHow  entire  amount  was  agreed  to  be 
paid  to  plaintiff  brokers  as  a  commission  for  selling  realty.  Levy 
V.  Sonnebom,  138  N.  T.  Sup.  285,  78  Misc.  Rep.  60. 

(37)  Evidence,  in  a  broker^s  action  to  recover  commission  for 
a  sale  or  exchange  of  defendant's  property;  lield,  insufficient  to 
sustain  a  finding  that  the  services  were  rendered  gratuitously. 
Silherkraus  v.  Winnie,  142  N.  T.  Sup.  887,  158  App.  Div.  60. 

(38)  In  an  action  by  a  broker  to  recover  commissions,  evidence 
held  insufficient  to  show  that  defendant,  the  seller,  was  guilty  of 
any  act  which  prevented  the  consummation  of  the  transaction. 
Ruth  V.  Neiheiser,  152  K  T.  Sup.  998. 

(39)  Evidence  held  insufficient  to  show  that  plaintiff  sold  or 
procured  purchasers  for  the  property  within  the  time  and  on  the 
terms  specified  in  his  agency  contract.  Chambers  v.  Simmons,  85 
S.  E.  182,  76  W.  Va.  174.  " 

(40)  Evidence,  in  an  action  to  recover  a  broker's  commission 
in  the  amount  fixed  by  written  contract,  containing  terms  as  to 
lease,  payment,  building,  and  other  terms;  held,  to  sustain  finding 
that  the  arrangement  as  finally  completed  and  carried  out  between 
purchaser  and  the  defendant  was  considered  by  them  as  fulfill- 
ment of  the  contract.  Jno.  E.  De  Wolf  Co.  v.  Harvey,  154  N.  W. 
988,  161  Wis.  535. 

(41)  Evidence  held  to  sustain  a  finding  that  principal  revoked 
his  broker's  authority  in  bad  faith,  so  as  to  be  liable  for  commis- 
sion.   Howard  v.  Street,  93  A.  923,  125  Md.  289. 

(42)  In  an  action  by  broker  for  commissions  for  making  a  sale 
of  real  estate  of  the  wife,  under  an  emplojnnent  by  her  husband, 
evidence  held  to  sustain  a  finding  of  the  revocation  in  bad  faith 
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of  the  broker's  authority,  authorizing  a  recovery.     (yConneU  t. 
Casey,  92  N.  E.  804,  206  Mass.  620. 

(43)  Evidence,  in  an  action  for  broker's  oommissions  for  se- 
curing a  loan;  held,  to  show  that  defendant  withdrew  its  propo- 
sition before  the  person  secured  by  plaintiff  to  furnish  the  money 
had  accepted  it.  Von  Bayer  v.  Ninigret  Mills  Co.,  134  N.  T. 
Sup.  116,  149  App.  Div.  678. 

(44)  In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  compensation,  evidence  held 
to  sustain  finding  for  plaintiff,  on  a  claim  by  defendant  that  he 
had  withdrawn  the  land  from  sale.  Ball  v.  Olson,  114  P.  638, 
68  Or.  464. 

(46)  In  an  action  for  broker's  commission,  evidence  held  to 
justify  a  finding  that  the  first  contract  negotiated  between  defend- 
ant and  the  purchaser  was  abandoned,  and  reopened  negotiations 
through  another  channel,  and  that  plaintiff  was  employed  for  that 
purpose.  Meldrum  v.  Southwick-Sellars  Land  Co.,  147  "S.  W. 
1086,  167  Wis.  367. 

(46)  Evidence,  in  an  action  for  commission  on  an  exchange 
of  property;  held,  to  show  that  the  transaction  had  proceeded  no 
further  than  preliminary  negotiations.  Oshum  v.  Addingian,  138 
P.  603,  91  Kan.  686. 

(47)  In  a  broker's  action  for  commission,  evidence  held  to 
show  a  completed  agreement  of  sale  and  purchase  between  the 
seller  and  buyer  produced  by  plaintiff,  though  no  written  con- 
tract was  made  at  the  time.  Concanun  v.  Point  Min.  S  Mill  Co., 
135  S.  W.  988,  156  Mo.  App.  79. 

(48)  In  an  action  for  division  of  broker's  commission,  evidence 
Held  to  support  a  finding  that  plaintiff  procured  purchasers  for 
the  land  in  question,  or  rendered  such  services  in  connection  with 
the  sales  as  would  entitle  him  to  compensation  under  the  con- 
tracts of  employment.  Eageman  v.  (yBrien,  141  P.  33,  24  Cal. 
App.  270. 

(49)  In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  for  commission,  evi- 
dence held  insufficient  to  show  that  the  broker  **actually  brought 
about  the  consummation  of  a  sale."  Saldino  v.  Henneberry,  191 
m.  App.  368. 

(50)  In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  to  recover  commis- 
sion for  a  sale  of  land,  another  broker  having  first  made  efforts 
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to  sell  the  land  to  the  same  purchaser^  plaintiff  need  only  show 
that  he  was  the  efficient  cause  of  the  sale^  and  need  not  deduce 
direct  evidence  of  an  abandonment  by  the  other  broker.  Fenton 
V.  Miller,  134  N.  W.  95,  153  Iowa,  747. 

(51)  Evidence,  in  a  broker's  action  for  conmiission;  held,  in- 
sufficient to  show  that  a  sale  was  made  by  plaintiff,  or  by  any  one 
acting  in  his  stead.  Siarbird  v.  /.  JET.  McShane  Timber  Co.,  142 
N.  W.  683,  94  Neb.  79. 

(52)  In  an  action  by  a  broker  to  recover  commission  for  a  sale 
of  real  estate,  the  introduction  of  the  property  to  the  notice  of 
the  purchaser,  and  the  subsequent  purchase  of  it  by  the  latter, 
is  not  sufficient  evidence  that  the  service  rendered  by  the  broker 
was  the  important  and  efficient  cause  of  the  sale,  where  there  is 
evidence  that  plaintiff  had  entirely  discontinued  his  efforts  to  sell 
the  property  for  a  considerable  period  of  time  after  he  had  intro- 
duced defendant  to  the  purchaser,  and  the  testimony,  both  of  de- 
fendant and  the  purchaser,  is  that  the  purchaser  bought  the  prop- 
erty directly  from  defendant,  without  the  intervening  agency  of 
plaintiff.    Barrow  v.  Newton,  48  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  382. 

(53)  Evidence,  in  a  broker's  action  for  commission  for  pro- 
curing purchaser  for  land;  held,  insufficient  to  show  that  certain 
written  directions  embodying  the  terms  of  sale,  which  were  left 
with  the  bank  with  which  the  deed  and  the  purchaser's  mortgage 
were  deposited,  did  not  relate  to  the  production  of  purchasers 
ready  and  able  to  purchase.  Peterson  v.  Kenady,  120  P.  402,  60 
Or.  554. 

(54)  In  an  action  for  commission  on  the  sale  of  a  hotel,  evi- 
dence held  sufficient  to  support  a  finding  that  the  services  were 
performed  for  defendant,  although  it  was  claimed  that  the  lease 
of  the  hotel  and  the  furniture  were  owned  by  the  son,  defendant's 
manager.    Smith  v.  /.  Oeverty  &  Sons,  135  P.  190,  67  Or.  25. 

(55)  Evidence,  in  an  action  to  recover  a  commission  for  pro- 
curing a  purchaser  for  realty,  pursuant  to  written  authority;  held 
to  show,  at  most,  an  attempted  oral  ratification  of  the  services 
performed  by  the  broker  in  securing  a  purchaser,  and  an  oral 
promise  by  the  son  to  pay  for  the  benefit  received  as  a  commission 
and  percentage  of  the  bid  made  for  the  property,  if  the  offer  were 
accepted.  Slotboom  v.  Simpson  Lumber  Co.,  135  P.  889,  67  Or. 
616,  Ann.  Cas.  1915  C,  339,  re.  den.,  136  P.  641,  67  Or.  516. 
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(56)  In  an  action  for  broker's  commiBsion,  proof  that  fbe 
broker^  who  admittedly  had  no  exclusive  agency,  offered  the  prop- 
erty to  the  city,  and  that  the  city  thereafter  purchased  it,  is  sot 
sufficient  to  entitle  him  to  a  commission.  Taylor  v.  Peterson,  147 
P.  520,  76  Or.  77. 

(57)  Evidence,  in  an  action  by  plaintifEs  to  recover  on  defend- 
ants written  agreement  to  pay  $220  for  plaintiffs  services  in  pro- 
curing a  loan  upon  defendant's  farm ;  held,  not  to  warrant  recov- 
ery.   Miller  v.  Weaver,  153  P.  465,  78  Or.  594. 

(58)  Evidence,  in  an  action  for  broker's  commission;  held,  in- 
sufficient to  show  that  a  purchaser  was  procured  by  the  broker. 
Powell  V.  King,  135  N.  W.  719,  29  S.  D.  94. 

(59)  Where  a  commission  was  claimed,  both  by  a  real  estate 
broker  and  by  the  purchaser  of  the  land,  evidence  held  to  sustain 
a  finding  awarding  the  commission  to  the  broker.  Withers  v. 
Armstrongy  142  S.  W.  932,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

(60)  Evidence  held  to  support  a  finding  that  the  owner  fraudu- 
lently withdrew  the  property  from  the  broker  to  defeat  the  right 
to  commission  earned.  Anderson  v.  Crow,  151  S.  W.  1080,  — 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

(61)  Evidence,  in  an  action  for  commission  for  assisting  in  an 
exchange  of  realty,  in  which  there  was  an  issue  as  to  commissions 
from  both  parties ;  held,  to  sustain  a  finding  that  defendants  knew 
that  plaintiff  had  undertaken  to  find  a  purchaser  for  the  other 
party  to  the  exchange.  T.  A.  Hill  dk  Son  v.  Patton  A  Schwartz, 
160  S.  W.  1155,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

(62)  A  broker's  evidence  that  he  made  the  contract;  held,  to 
establish  a  prima  facie  case,  without  proving  by  each  of  the  pur- 
chasers. E.  R.  &  D.  0.  Kolp  V.  Brazer,  161  S.  W.  899,  —  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  — . 

(63)  In  a  broker's  action  for  commission,  evidence  held  to 
warrant  finding  that  the  list  price  was  to  be  net  to  defendant,  ex- 
clusive of  commission.  Bidenhower  v.  Collins,  171  S.  W.  1078, 
—  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

(64)  In  an  action  to  recover  an  agreed  commission  for  pro- 
curiDg  a  loan  for  defendant,  brought  on  the  theory  that  plaintiff 
found  a  person  willing  to  make  the  loan,  but  refused  to  do  so,  on 
his  discovery  that  there  was  not  the  amount  of  timber  represented 
by  defendants  on  the  land  to  be  given  as  security^  evidence  held 


to  sustain  findings  that  the  icpreeentations  }tj  defendants  as  to 
the  amonnt  of  timber  on  the  land  were  not  intended  as  other  than 
an  expression  of  opinion  as  to  the  quantity  of  timber,  and  that 
the  plaintiff  did  not  rely  thereon.  McDonald  v.  Dietderich,  118 
P.  341,  6S  Wash.  487. 

(65)  Evidence,  in  an  action  for  a  commission  dne  to  plain- 
tiffs assignor  for  procuring  an  exchange  of  property;  held,  to 
show  that  the  exchange  was  effected  by  assignor's  efforts,  and  that 
both  property  owners  ntilized  his  efforts  in  the  negotiations.  Zn- 
man  v.  Brown,  147  S.  W.  658,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

(66)  Evidence  held  to  snpport  a  finding  that  the  broker  em- 
ployed to  procnre  a  purchaser  of  real  estate  was  the  efScient  caose 
of  the  sale  actnally  made  by  another  broker,  anthorizing  a  recov- 
ery of  commission.  Bellis  v.  Haan  &  Kendall,  157  9.  W.  437,  — 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

(67)  In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commission,  evid^ice  exam- 
ined, and  held  to  warrant  a  finding  that  plaintiff  prodnced  a  pur- 
chaser ready,  willing  and  able  to  bay,  bat  that  the  property  sold 
was  taken  in  the  name  of  another  to  defeat  payment  of  commis- 
sions.   Fiat  V.  Currie,  118  P.  689,  49  Colo.  884. 

(68)  Evidence,  in  an  action  for  commission  in  procoring  a 
parohaser  for  a  farm;  held,  insofficieot  to  jostify  tlie  jury  in 
finding  the  proposed  purchaser  could  raise  sufficient  money.  White 
V.  Amea.  179  111.  App.  220. 

(69)  Evidence,  in  an  action  by  s  broker  for  commission;  held, 
sufficient  to  sustain  finding  that  defendant,  with  full  knowledge 
of  the  contents  of  the  written  contract  of  sale  made  by  the  broker, 
ratified  it.  Wilson  v.  Burch.  162  S.  W.  1018,  —  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  — . 

(70)  Evidence,  in  an  action  for  procuring  a  purchaser  for 
realty;  held,  to  show  that  plaintiffs  sub-agent  was  guilty  of  bad 
faith  toward  the  owner,  so  as  to  defeat  a  recovery  of  commissions 
by  plaintiff  for  making  the  sale.  Alford  v.  Creagh,  62  S.  254,  7 
Ala.  App.  SSa. 

(71)  Evidence  held  to  warrant  a  finding  that  defendant  was 
not  induced  by  fraudulent  representations  to  sign  a  contract  em- 
ploying plaintiff  to  sell  certain  real  estate  for  him,  or  a  deed  by 
which  the  property  was  conveyed  to  a  customer  which  complain- 
ant procured.    Ingram  v.  Coleman,  160  S.  W.  886,  110  Ark.  633. 
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(72)  In  an  action  by  a  broker  who  effected  a  sale  of  a  placer 
miney  evidence  held  sujQicient  to  support  a  finding  that  be  acted 
as  a  mere  middleman,  and  that  he  was  not  guilty  of  any  bad 
faith  in  accepting  compensation  from  the  purchasers,  and  hence 
might  recover  from  the  seller  the  agreed  commission.  King  t. 
Reed,  141  P.  41,  24  Cal.  App.  229. 

(73)  Evidence,  in  an  action  for  commission  for  exchange  of 
real  estate,  examined  and  held  not  to  show  misrepresentation  by 
plaintiff  as  to  the  dimensions  of  property  for  which  exchange  was 
made.    Madden  v.  Davis,  192  111.  App.  575. 

(74)  Evidence  examined,  and  held  to  show  that  defendant  had 
notice  that  plaintiff  was  representing  both  parties.    Id, 

(75)  Evidence  held  to  sustain  a  finding  that  the  broker  em- 
ployed to  procure  a  purchaser  fraudulently  procured  a  conveyance 
to  himself,  and  then  conveyed  the  property  at  a  higher  price  to  a 
customer.    Brocken  v.  Jackson,  140  N.  W.  892,  159  Iowa,  424. 

(76)  In  an  action  for  a  commission  in  negotiating  an  exchange, 
defended  on  the  ground  of  double  employment,  evidence  held  suf- 
ficient to  warrant  a  finding  that  defendant  knew  before  the  ex- 
change was  agreed  upon  that  the  other  party  had  agreed  to  pay 
plaintiffs  a  commission.  Bedmond  Bros.  v.  Henke,  114  N.  W.  885, 
137  Iowa,  228. 

(77)  In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  to  recover  conmiis- 
sion,  evidence  held  to  sustain  a  finding  that  his  acts  were  free 
from  fraud.    Jones  v.  Arnold,  132  P.  1000,  89  Kan.  755. 

(78)  In  an  action  for  commission  for  procuring  a  purchaser 
of  real  estate,  evidence  held  to  support  a  finding  that  plaintiff 
procured  a  purchaser  while  acting  for  himself,  and  not  for  a 
third  person.  Crawford-Chesterfield  Co,  v.  Snook,  142  S.  W.  385, 
146  Ky.  248. 

(79)  Evidence,  in  an  action  for  broker's  commission,  held  to 
show  that  he  merely  brought  the  parties  together,  and  did  not 
act  for  either  in  the  negotiations.  American  Security  Co.  v.  Pen- 
ney, 152  N.  W.  771,  129  Minn.  369. 

(80)  Evidence  held  to  warrant  a  finding  that  the  broker  em- 
ployed to  sell  certain  property,  and  on  wliose  representation  a 
valid  sale  was  made,  became  jointly  interested  with  the  purchaser 
in  the  purchase  during  the  transaction,  without  knowledge  of  such 
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interest  on  the  part  of  his  employers.    Waierbury'Y.  Barry,  130 
K  Y.  Sup.  517,  145  App.  Div.  773. 

(81)  In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commission  for  procuring 
one  ready,  able  and  willing  to  contract  for  an  exchange  of  real 
estate,  evidence  held  to  support  a  finding  that  the  contract  of  ex- 
change was  procured  without  any  misrepresentation  of  fact. 
Bucl'sdorf  V.  Bender,  141  N.  Y.  Sup.  515,  80  Misc.  Bep.  498. 

(82)  Evi deuce  held  not  to  show  the  good  faith  necessary  to 
entitle  plaintiff,  who  was  employed  by  the  lessee  to  procure  a 
lease,  to  recover  a  commission  from  the  lessor.  OulicJc  v.  Investor 
Estates  Corp.,  151  N.  Y.  Supp.  513. 

(83)  In  an  action  for  broker's  commission  for  sale  of  land, 
evidence  held  to  show  that  plaintiff  did  not  act  as  the  purchaser's 
agent  before  or  when  the  sale  was  made.  Toland  v.  Williams  & 
Wiley,  129  S.  W.  392,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

(84)  Evidence  held  to  show  that  the  broker  employed  for  the 
owner,  to  procure  a  purchaser,  did  not  receive  compensation  from 
the  purchaser  obtained.  Moore  v.  J.  N,  Johnson  Land  Co,,  143 
S.  W.  941,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

(85)  In  a  suit  to  recover  real  estate  commissions,  evidence 
held  to  warrant  a  finding  that  defendant  contracted  to  pay  the 
commission  claimed.  Michael  v.  White,  181  S.  W.  130,  121  Ark. 
315. 

(85a.)  In  an  action  for  compensation  based  on  a  percentage  of 
the  value  of  the  property  received  by  defendant  in  exchange,  evi- 
dence held  not  to  show  as  an  undisputed  fact  that  defendant  as- 
sumed a  mortgage  on  the  property  received,  reducing  its  value 
by  the  amount  thereof.    Id. 

(86)  In  a  broker's  action  against  another  broker  for  a  share 
of  the  commission  on  a  sale,  jury's  finding  as  to  the  value  of 
plaintiff's  services  were  reduced  by  the  trial  court;  held,  not  un- 
supported by  the  evidence.  Johnston  v.  Porter,  131  P.  69,  21 
Cal.  App.  97. 

(87)  Evidence  held  to  sustain  a  finding  that  defendants  agreed 
that  plaintiff  should  receive  for  his  services  in  procuring  a  pur- 
chaser the  amount  received  for  defendant's  farm  above  $90  per 
acre.    Tanner  v.  J.  Joslin,  155  K  W.  762,  132  Minn.  1. 

(88)  In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions  for  procuring 
an  exchange  of  real  estate,  evidence  held  to  support  a  finding  that 
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there  was  no  agreement  as  to  which  contract  his  commisaion 
should  be  based  on.  Leake  v.  Scaief,  140  S.  W.  814^  —  Tex.  Ciy. 
App.  — . 

(89)  In  an  action  to  recover  compensation  for  procuring  a 
tenant  and  securing  the  execution  of  a  bond  to  secure  the  rent, 
which  amounted  to  $96^000  for  the  term  of  the  lease,  judgment 
for  $960,  held,  under  the  evidence,  not  excessive.  Butz  v.  Obear, 
115  P.  67,  16  Cal.  App.  436. 

(90)  In  an  action  for  a  broker's  conunission,  an  award  of 
$862  for  procuring  an  exchange  of  property  listed  by  the  owner 
at  $35,000  was  not  unreasonable.  Baker  v.  Barker,  137  N.  W.  7, 
118  Minn.  419. 

(91)  In  an  action  involving  whether  consideration  by  agree- 
ment by  plaintiff  to  pay  defendant  a  conunission  on  sale  of  real 
estate  and  property  of  a  corporation  was  a  loan  of  money  and  an 
extension  of  pa3rment  for  services  performed  by  the  defendant, 
a  finding  that  the  corporation  had  appointed  defendant  its  agent; 
held,  outside  the  issues,  and  not  to  support  judgment  authorizing 
defendant  to  hold  collateral  as  security  for  commissions  on  a  fu- 
ture sale.    Blaiedell  v.  Steinfeld,  137  P.  566,  15  Ariz.  155. 

(92)  A  finding  that  plaintiff,  a  real  estate  broker  claiming 
commission,  was  employed  under  a  memorandum  signed  by  de- 
fendant, sufficiently  negatives  the  defense  that  the  action  was 
barred  by  Civ.  Code,  sec.  1624,  and  Code  Civ.  proced..  Sec.  1973, 
requiring  such  contract  of  employment  to  be  in  writing.  Curran 
V.  Hubbard,  114  P.  81,  14  Cal.  App.  733,  re.  den.,  114  P.  83,  14 
Cal.  App.  733. 

(93)  A  finding  that,  through  the  efforts  of  the  broker  employed 
to  procure  a  purchaser,  the  negotiations  having  reached  a  point 
where  his  authority,  if  revoked,  was  revoked  in  bad  faith,  is  a 
finding  that  he  found  the  customer  for  the  owner,  if  he  finally 
agrees  on  a  price  with  the  owner.  O'Connell  v.  Casey,  92  N.  E. 
804,  206  Mass.  520. 

(94)  In  an  action  for  a  broker's  conmiission,  finding  held 
equivalent  to  a  finding  that  the  broker  had  procured  a  purchaser 
ready,  willing  and  able  to  buy.  Babcock  v.  Olaver,  174  S.  W.  710, 
—  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

(95)  In  a  suit  against  a  broker  by  a  purchaser  of  property  to 
recover  a  portion  of  the  consideration  for  an  exchange  conveyed 
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by  complainant  to  the  broker  or  to  another  designated  by  him  and 
retained  as  part  of  the  commission^  evidence  held  insuflScient  to 
establish  either  the  relation  of  principal  and  agent  between  plain- 
tiff and  the  broker,  or  the  grantee  in  the  property,  or  such  fraud 
and  deceit  as  would  entitle  plaintiff  to  equitable  relief.  Lotson  v. 
Bud,  130  N.  W.  970,  89  Neb.  28. 

(96)  In  an  action  for  deceit  in  inducing  an  exchange  of  land, 
evidence  held  insu£5cient  to  show  authority  of  the  real  estate  agent 
to  make  representations  for  defendant.  Mecwing  v.  Becker,  152 
N.  T.  Sup.  385,  166  App.  Div.  793. 

(97)  Evidence  held  to  support  a  finding  that  there  was  no 
confirmation  by  the  principal  of  the  sale  of  land  by  his  ostensible 
agent,  who  was  acting  in  reality  as  the  agent  of  the  purchaser. 
Evans  v.  Brown,  125  P.  469,  33  Okl.  323. 

(98)  In  an  action  to  recover  a  broker's  commission  for  pro- 
curing an  exchange  of  a  stock  of  goods  for  a  tract  of  land,  evi- 
dence held  insufficient  to  establish  agency.  EUiott  ▼•  Moyes,  196 
HI.  App.  605. 

(99)  Broker's  testimony  that  defendant  employed  him  to  sell 
or  exchange  lands  supported  the  count  of  the  petition  alleging 
employment.  Fisher  £  Bell  v.  Carter,  160  N.  W.  16,  —  Iowa 
Sup.  — . 

(100)  Evidence  held  not  to  show  any  contractual  relation  be- 
tween broker  and  defendant.  Dickinson  v.  Hanley,  160  N.  W. 
389,  —  Mich.  Sup.  — . 

(101)  In  an  action  for  compensation  for  procuring  a  purchaser 
of  a  lease,  evidence  held  to  show  employment  of  plaintiff.  Mor- 
row V.  Tourielotte,  160  K  W.  665. 

(102)  Where  real  estate  broker,  unable  to  agree  with  owner  as 
to  commission,  made  contract  with  bank  to  sell  land,  which  re- 
served a  stated  commission  for  itself;  subsequent  agreement  by 
broker  to  accept  a  less  amount;  held,  not  based  on  sufficient  con- 
sideration.   Hay  V.  McDonald,  165  P.  1030,  21  Cal.  App.  204. 

(103)  In  a  real  estate  broker's  action  for  commission,  evidence 
held  to  sustain  finding  that  plaintiff  was  authorized  to  act  for 
defendant  in  procuring  a  purchaser  for  real  estate.  Johnson  v. 
Buckley,  163  N.  W.  342,  —  Iowa  Sup.  — . 

(103a.)  In  an  action  by  corporation  as  a  real  estate  broker  to 
recover  commission  for  alleged  services  in  procuring  a  lease,  evi- 
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dence  held  insuflScient  to  disclose  any  employment  by  defendant 
lessor,  broker  representing  lessee  in  only  negotiations  in  which 
defendant  participated.  Oe.  P.  Read  &  Co.  v.  Siurges,  163  N.  Y. 
Sup.  559. 

(104)  The  superior  court's  finding  that  plaintiflf  broker  was 
the  procuring  cause  of  selling  defendant's  plant  under  receiver- 
ship, must  be  supported  by  evidence  that  broker  had  brought  to 
receiver's  attention  the  ultimate  purchaser,  and  that  sale  followed 
in  consequence.  Seward  v.  M.  Seward  &  Son  Co.,  99  A.  887,  91 
Conn.  190. 

(105)  Wliere  receiver,  believing  he  had  no  authority  to  sell 
defendant's  plant  for  credit,  agreed  with  purchaser  procured  by 
plaintiff  broker  to  have  stockholders  sell  their  stock,  and  the  sale 
was  confirmed,  the  court's  finding  that  this  was  in  effect  a  sale 
was  justified.    Id. 

(106)  Where  broker  brings  principals  together,  and  they  enter 
into  contract  of  exchange;  held,  that  all  questions  of  readiness  or 
ability  of  performance  are  presumed  to  have  been  agreed  upon  and 
passed  by  the  principals  as  satisfactory.  Oenait  v.  Rvbinson,  165 
N.  Y.  Sup.  464. 

(107)  In  broker's  action  for  commissions,  evidence  held  to 
warrant  a  jury  finding  for  plaintiff.  Johnson  v.  Doubrowsky,  163 
N.  W.  589,  —  Iowa  Sup.  — . 

(108)  In  an  action  by  agent,  to  recover  commission  for  sale  of 
tract  of  land,  evidence  held  to  show  the  making  of  special  agree- 
ment fixing  the  commission  at  a  gross  sum,  not  payable  until  the 
purchaser  pays  his  first  note.  Thompson  v.  Davidson,  162  N.  W. 
458,  —  Minn.  Sup.  — . 

(109)  Evidence  held  to  sustain  finding  that  plaintiff  had  con- 
tracted with  defendant  for  a  percentage  on  selling  price  for  secur- 
ing purchasers  for  defendant's  land,  and  that  thereafter  he  pro- 
cured purchasers  and  earned  the  compensation.  Alden  v.  Sacra- 
wento  Suburban  Fruit  Land  Co.,  163  N.  W.  133,  —  Minn. 
Sup.  — . 

(110)  In  an  action  to  cancel  a  note  and  mortgage  given  a 
broker  as  compensation  for  securing  a  loan,  principars  testimony 
held  not  to  sustain  a  finding  that  the  broker  assured  him  he  could 
secure  an  additional  loan  from  another  party.  Bledsoe  v.  Lom- 
bard, 194  S.  W.  518,  —  Mo.  App.  — . 


(111)  In  on  action  by  brokers  for  commission  for  a  pnrcbase 
of  land,  evidence  held  to  show  that  purchaser  made  an  express 
contract  to  pay  commission  to  the  broker.  West  v.  Kirby  Lumber 
Co.,  193  S.  W.  irz,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

(112)  Where  broker  had  right  to  sell  for  $9,600,  bnt  he  there- 
after sells  for  $9,500  by  paying  the  difference;  held,  that  owner's 
claim  that  he  waived  commission  of  $500  was  improbable,  and  the 
broker's  contention  that  defendant  agreed  to  make  np  the  differ- 
ence on  other  sales  wonld  be  accepted.  Parker  v.  Seattle  Land  £ 
Imp.  Co.,  165  P.  1086,  —  Wash.  Snp.  — . 

(113)  In  a  broker's  action  for  procuring  an  exchange  of  real 
estate,  statement  on  cross-examination  by  proposed  purchaser  that 
a  company,  of  which  he  was  president,  was  owner  of  lota  offered 
to  be  exchanged  for  defendant's  property,  wifhont  a  showing  that 
the  company  was  formally  organized,  or  existing  as  a  corporation 
or  association,  did  not  justify  the  inference  that  the  proposed  pur- 
chaser was  entitled  to  convey  the  lots.  Schmidt  v.  Dunne,  163 
N.  T.  Snp.  515. 

(114)  In  an  action  on  note  ^Ten  brokers  in  payment  of  com- 
missions for  making  exchange  of  land,  wherein  defendant  conn- 
terclaimed  for  damages  for  deceit,  evidence  held  to  justify  finding 
that  brokers  stated  land  received  by  defendant  was  worth  $150  an 
acre,  but  that  defendant  inspected  it,  with  full  opportunity  to 
investigate,  etc.  Mkhaelson  v.  Schulke,  163  N.  W.  338,  —  Iowa: 
Snp.  — . 

(115)  Claim  of  owners  as  justification  for  refusal  to  recog- 
nize broker's  sales  as  to  broker's  deception  of  them  concerning  the 
amount  for  which  lots  sold  to  the  city;  held,  improbable.  Parker 
V.  Seattle  Land  £  Imp.  Co.,  165  P.  1086,  —  Wash.  Sup.  — - 

(116)  Broker  who  agreed  to  take  notes  for  excess  over  owner's 
price,  which  represented  hia  commission,  can  not  recover  from  the 
owner,  who  refused  to  make  the  sale,  the  full  amount  of  the  ex- 
cess, vrithont  proving  that  the  notes  wonld  have  been  worth  face 
value.    Weithree  v.  Morris,  163  P.  1119,  —  Colo.  Sup.  — . 

(11?)  In  an  action  for  an  agent's  compensation  for  selling 
land,  evidence  held  not  to  show  that  defendants  represented  abso- 
lutely quantity  of  land  they  owned,  so  as  to  entitle  plaintiff  to 
recover  compensation  based  on  the  contract  price,  without  dednc- 
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tion  for  shortage  in  the  acreage.     Warns  v.  White,  164  N.  Y. 
Sup.  30. 

(118)  Owner  of  property  held  not  liable  for  commissions,  where 
he  verbally  put  a  certain  price  on  land,  and  at  such  time  the  bro- 
ker brought  customers  to  the  owner,  who  signed  an  option  agree- 
ment, which  was  cancelled,  and  where,  about  nine  months  later, 
the  owner  raised  the  price  of  said  land,  after  it  had  cost  the 
owner  a  considerable  sum  to  secure  cancellation  of  a  lease  on  the 
premises,  and  where  there  may  have  been  other  reasons  for  rais- 
ing the  price,  even  though  the  broker  procured  the  same  prospec- 
tive purchasers  as  previously,  who  were  willing  to  pay  the  sum 
first  asked.    Becker  v.  HoUesen,  198  111.  App.  180. 

(119)  Fnder  contract  between  landowner  and  broker  which 
did  not  require  broker,  who  was  given  limited  time  to  dispose  of 
property,  to  have  a  binding  contract  delivered  by  that  time, 
broker,  to  be  entitled  to  commission,  need  not  produce  a  purchaser 
in  person.    Leland  v.  Barber,  117  N.  E.  33,  228  Mass.  144. 

(120)  Where  the  brokers  were  entitled  to  commission  from 
owner  of  land,  as  for  a  sale,  they  having  procured  a  purchaser 
ready,  able  and  willing  to  meet  owner's  terms  for  sale,  was  pre- 
vented by  failure  of  perfect  title,  or  by  mere  will  of  owner,  de- 
spite the  language  of  contract  with  owner  that  he  would  pay  com- 
mission simply  when  "consummated.**  Purcell  v.  Firth,  167  P. 
379,  —  Cal.  Sup.  — . 

(121)  Purchaser  of  beach  property,  who  stated  he  wanted 
ocean-front  property,  and  nothing  else,  seller's  broker  stating 
there  would  be  nothing  in  front  of  his  lot  but  a  board  walk; 
held,  not  entitled  to  relief  by  way  of  having  easement  declared  to 
be  in  him  over  beach  in  front  of  his  property  from  which  seller 
later  sold  other  lots.  ThUKpe  v.  West  Rochaway  Land  Co.,  163 
N.  T.  Sup.  993 ;  177  App.  Div.  260. 

(122)  In  an  action  by  buyer  of  farm  to  recover  back  from 
seller  $1,000,  on  account  of  like  amount  paid  broker  who  n^o- 
tiated  the  sale,  the  buyer  having  thereafter  paid  seller  full  pur- 
chase price,  without  deduction,  seller  denying  that  broker  was  to 
receive  commission;  held,  to  sustain  finding  that  broker  was  to 
receive  a  commission  of  $1,000  from  seller.  OoeewiUer  t.  Janeen, 
162  K  W.  45,  —  Iowa  Sup.  — . 
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(123)  Broker's  reply  to  letter  from  member  of  syndicate,  etat- 
ing  that  he  and  the  other  members  would  be  liable  for  their  share 
of  Eyndieate  transactions  and  not  jointly;  held,  an  acceptance  by 
the  plaintiff  of  the  notice  of  the  liabilities  of  the  parties  to  the 
account,  and  an  assent  thereto,  and  not  a  mere  acknowledgment. 
Post  V.  Thomas,  168  N.  Y.  Sup.  226,  180  App.  DIt.  627. 

(124)  Where  there  is  evidence  that  brokers  who  negotiated 
trade  of  two  lots  procured  loan  to  erect  building  on  one  of  them, 
that  lender,  in  accordance  with  bis  custom,  paid  brokers  amount 
of  loan,  leaving  to  them  matter  of  ascertaining  if  title  was  clear, 
court's  finding  that  broker  was  agent  of  leader  is  proper.  Walker 
T.  Baumeiater.  166  P.  1037,  —  Cal.  App.  — . 

(125)  Broker's  failure  to  bring  principal  and  prospective  pur- 
chaser together;  held  immaterial,  where  principal  prevents  con- 
Eummatiou  of  contract.  Bldhe  v.  Perrin,  242  F.  54,  154  G.  C.  A. 
646. 

(126)  Where  landowner  offered  to  pay  a  broker  commission  if 
he  could  procure  a  purchaser  at  a  stated  price,  within  a  £xed 
time,  but  the  contract  did  not  require  broker  to  produce  a  binding 
contract,  broker  can  not  be  denied  compensation  because  he  did 
not,  within  the  time  fixed,  obtain  such  a  contract,  it  appearing 
that  be  could  readily  have  obtained  it  thereafter.  Leland  v.  Bar' 
ler.  lir  N.  E.  33,  228  Mass.  144. 

(127)  In  an  action  to  recover  a  broker's  comnusBion,  where 
the  purchaser  secured  for  it  by  plaintiff  declined  to  carry  out  the 
contract,  because  be  learned  that  a  building  on  the  land  en- 
croached on  adjoining  land,  evidence  held  to  sustain  a  finding  of 
the  court,  trying  the  case  without  a  jury,  that  plaintiff  was 
chargeable  with  knowledge  of  the  encroachment  before  he  procured 
such  purchaser.    Friends  v.  Mohin,  203  III.  App.  40. 

(128)  In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  against  the  owner 
of  a  building  to  recover  a  commisBion  on  a  lease  of  the  building, 
evidence  held  insufBcient  to  show  any  contract,  express  or  implied, 
between  plaintiff  and  defendant,  in  relation  to  any  service  to  be 
rendered  by  plaintiff  for  defendant  in  relation  to  the  leasing  of 
defendant's  property,  or  by  defendant  to  pay  plaintiff  for  any 
services  rendered.    Sadler  y.  Schnelbacher,  203  III.  App,  495. 

(129)  A  landowner  which  places  its  lands  in  the  hands  of  a 
single  agent  for  sale,  held,  not  liable  for  commission  to  a  thlzd 
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person  who  made  sales  of  some  of  the  lands.  ThraHhiU  v.  Cros- 
hyion'Souihplains  R.  Co.,  246  P.  687,  158  C.  C.  A.  643,  L.  B.  A. 
1918  C,  90. 

(130)  Broker's  statement  to  disinterested  third  party,  that  he 
did  not  care  whether  a  trade  was  made  or  not;  held,  not  an  aban- 
donment of  the  agreement.  Zeigler  v.  Butler,  171  P.  64^  —  Colo. 
Sup.  — . 

(131)  Befnsal  of  broker  employed  to  negotiate  exdiange  to  ac- 
company his  principal,  for  the  purpose  of  inspecting  a  stock  of 
goods ;  held,  not  an  abandonment  of  the  employment.    Id. 

(132)  Although  person  with  whom  plaintiff  broker  had  been 
negotiating  for  exchange  of  defendant's  land  had  expressed  wil- 
lingness to  exchange  upon  certain  terms;  held,  reply  telegram  of 
snch  person  that  he  would  return  at  a  certain  time  did  not  con- 
stitute a  binding  contract.  Raleigh  Real  Estate  Co.  v.  Moser,  95 
S.  E.  498,  175  K  C.  255. 

(133)  Demand  by  plaintiff  broker  that  the  defendant  listed 
lot,  if  sold,  that  defendant  correct  mistakes  in  abstract  as  to 
mortgage  foreclosure,  and  make  good  title  as  to  certain  convey- 
ances; held,  not  to  exact  of  defendant  impossibilities  not  required 
by  contract.  Butte  Land  dk  Inv.  Co.  v.  Williams,  173  P.  650,  — 
Mont.  Sup.  — . 

(134)  Where  agent  procures  a  contract  for  sale  of  principal's 
property  and  payment  of  earnest  money,  and  principal  extends 
time  for  completion  of  sale,  and  manifests  intention  to  pay  com- 
mission, he  is  liable  therefor,  though  agreement  is  afterwards  vio- 
lated and  earnest  money  forfeited.  Moloney  v.  Aschaffenburg,  78 
S.  761,  —  La.  Sup.  — . 

(135)  Owner  of  land  who  employed  broker  to  sell  on  certain 
terms  as  to  commission  and  proved  contract  made;  held,  liable 
for  5%  commission,  under  original  agreement,  though  broker  at 
first  concealed  fact  that  price  received  was  in  excess  of  authorized 
price.    Clay  v.  Cummins,  77  S.  328,  —  Ala.  Sup.  — . 

(136)  Where  principal  takes  an  automobile  as  part  considera- 
tion in  sale  of  land  under  an  agreement  with  broker  that  commis- 
sion was  to  be  only  $50  instead  of  $300,  the  commission  agreed 
upon  in  event  of  a  sale  of  the  property  under  terms  listed,  broker 
will  be  held  to  such  agreement,  and  can  not  recover  original 
commission.  Britain  v.  Bice,  204  S.  W.  254,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 


(137)  Where  broker  consented  to  rednction  in  amount  of  com- 
mission to  $50  "cash,"  upon  principal's  agreement  to  sell  land  on 
different  terms  ttian  tiioae  listed,  the  word  "cash"  did  not  indi- 
cate intention  that  money  was  to  be  paid  in  money,  and  not 
other  things  of  value.    Id. 

(138)  Under  contract  between  vendors  of  farm  and  their  agent, 
providing  price  was  $20,000  net  to  vendors;  agent,  as  commission, 
held  entitled  only  to  difference  between  excess  over  $20,000  re- 
ceived for  land,  or  $1,000,  less  amount  paid  by  vendors  for  taxes 
mider  tlie  contract,  for  which  purchaser  was  otherwise  liable. 
Atwood  V.  Ougel,  165  N.  W.  1085,  166  Wis.  430. 

(139)  In  an  action  hy  plaintiff  for  commiBsion  for  alleged  sale 
of  real  estate  for  defendant,  evidence  held  not  to  sustain  plain- 
tiffs coQteotion  that  sale  by  defendant  of  his  land  to  wife  of  an- 
other broker,  and  a  later  purchase  of  other  land  from  such  broker 
was,  in  fact,  a  sale  to  plaintiff's  customer.  Mullen  v.  Graioford, 
166  N.  W.  694,  —  Iowa  Sup.  — . 

(140)  In  an  action  for  real  estate  commissions  in  deal  con- 
summated by  another  broker,  evidence  held  to  show  that  plain- 
tifEs  were  the  procuring  cause,  that  they  had  negotiated  with  dili- 
gence, and  that  defendants  had  refused  to  cooperate  with  plain- 
tiffs. E.  S.  TruUt  d  Co.  v.  Gardner,  803  S.  W.  638,  —  Mo. 
App.  — . 

(141)  If  real  estate  agents  know,  or  should  know  at  the  time 
of  exchanging  properties,  that  one  party  is  so  mentally  deranged 
as  to  be  incompetent  to  transact  such  business,  they  may  be  re- 
quired to  respond  in  damages  as  participants  in  fraud.  Carson  v, 
Schoenfeld,  166  N.  W.  23,  166  Wis.  401,  L.  R.  A.  1918  C,  162. 

(142)  Evidence  held  to  sustain  finding  of  collusion  between 
agent  of  plaintiff  for  purchase  of  farm  and  third  person,  resulting 
in  damage  to  plaintiff  in  the  enhanced  price  he  was  compelled  to 
pay  for  the  land.  Millenkamp  v.  WHleniturg,  169  N.  W.  112  — 
Iowa  Sup.  — . 

(143)  Evidence  held  to  show  that  the  broker  who  signed  es- 
crow instructions  had  no  authority,  actual  or  ostensible,  to  charge 
the  same.  Jones  v.  Title  Ottanmtee  £  Trust  Co.,  173  P.  586,  — 
Cal.  Sup.  — . 

(144)  Realty  brokers'  complaint,  if  considered  as  seeking  dam- 
ages to  extent  of  commissions  on  sale  of  realty  of  estate  because 
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of  alleged  prevention  of  performance;  held  insufficient,  as  failing 
to  allege  that  brokers,  within  specified  time,  either  before  or 
subsequent  to  revocation  of  their  authority  by  ezecutrices,  pro- 
cured or  could  have  procured  purchaser  ready,  able  and  willing 
to  buy  at  the  price  and  on  the  terms  fixed.  Merkeley  v.  FiA, 
178  P.  945,  —  Cal.  Sup.  — . 

(145)  In  broker's  action  for  commission  for  the  sale  of  mill 
property  owned. by  defendants,  in  part  for  cash  and  in  part  for 
mortgage,  evidence  held  insufficient  to  show  that  plaintiff  was  to 
be  paid  a  commission  only  if  the  broker  made  sale  for  $250,000 
cash.    Johnstone  v.  Cochrane,  121  N.  E.  529,  —  Mass.  Sup.  — . 

(146)  Where  broker  claimed  as  commission  for  procuring  a 
lease,  the  whole  of  the  fund  of  commission  money  deposited  by 
lessor,  with  consent  of  above  plaintiff  and  defendant  brokers,  with 
lessee,  who  subsequently  deposited  it  in  court,  court  is  without 
power  to  divide  fund  on  ground  which  brokers  were  a  contributing 
factor  in  procuring  lease,  but  must  give  fund  to  one  or  the  other, 
the  plaintiff  or  defendant,  whichever  might  be  found  to  have  been 
the  effective  cause  of  closing  the  transaction.  Lewie  B.  Preston, 
Inc.  Y.  Rice,  173  N.  Y.  Sup.  691. 

(147)  A  statement  of  claim  against  a  broker  which  avers 
breach  of  contract  to  invest,  sounds  in  negligence  and  not  in  de- 
ceit.   Heiser  v.  Reynolds,  106  A.  888,  —  Pa.  Sup.  — . 

(148)  A  declaration  by  the  owner  of  city  property  against 
brokers  whom  she  had  engaged  to  trade  it  for  farm  land,  who 
alleged  that  they  fraudulently  misrepresented  the  price  at  whidi 
the  owner  of  the  farm  land  was  willing  to  dispose  of  the  same, 
and  thus  made  a  secret  profit;  held,  not  open  to  demurrer,  on  the 
ground  that  it  did  not  aver  the  brokers  were  not  mere  middle- 
men.   Schmidt  v.  Wellinger,  99  S.  E.  680,  125  Va.  361. 

(149)  A  contract  whereby  a  broker  was  to  sell  or  offer  real 
and  personal  property,  providing  for  an  ultimate  sum,  without 
reference  to  the  separate  value  of  any  particular  item;  held,  not 
severable  as  to  the  realty.  Bugh  v.  Solem,  180  P.  930,  —  Or. 
Sup.  — . 

(150)  The  fact  that  plaintiff  broker  conmiunicated  to  defend- 
ant, his  principal,  an  opportunity,  to  sell  land  for  church  pur- 
poses, and  thereupon  sent  to  the  church  authorities  a  map  pre- 
pared by  defendant  indicating  a  favorable  church  location,  and 


some  time  thereafter  a  sale  of  such  property  was  actually  made 
to  the  church,  was  sufficient,  prtmii  facie,  to  establish  that  such 
plaintiff  was  the  procuring  cause  of  the  sale.  Malia  v.  Douglaston 
Really  Co.,  176  N.  Y.  Sup.  559. 

(151)  In  actioD  for  commission  for  the  sale  of  real  estate,  it 
is  not  necessary  to  show  the  financial  standing  of  the  person  with 
whom  the  purchaser  had  made  arrangements  to  borrow  the  money 
to  pay  for  the  land,  and  his  ability  to  furnish  the  money,  in  order 
to  show  that  a  purchaser  had  been  procured  who  was  ready  and 
able  to  purchase  the  farm,  especially  where  testimony  of  the  pur- 
chaser that  he  bad  the  money  to  pay  for  the  place  was  uncontra- 
dicted.   FarreU  y.  Almgren,  811  111.  App.  654. 

(153)  In  an  action  by  a  broker  against  a  purchaser  of  land 
to  have  a  lien  declared  on  the  land,  there  having  been  an  agree- 
ment by  the  grantor  to  pay  the  broker  a  certain  commission  if  a 
corporation  leasing  the  land  shonld  exercise  an  option  to  purchase 
the  land,  evidence  held  sufficient  to  warrant  the  chancellor  in  find- 
ing that  the  sale  to  the  grantee  was  colorable  merely,  and  that 
the  real  sale  was  to  grantee's  brother,  who  was  the  major  stock- 
holder in  the  lessee  corporation.    Sandtn  t.  Btrry,  214  S.  W.  58, 

—  Ark.  Sup.  — . 

(153)  In  a  suit  by  a  corporation  to  recover  from  a  real  estate 
agent  whom  it  had  engaged  to  purchase  a  factory  site,  eridence 
held  sufficient  to  establish  that  the  agent  occupied  toward  the  cor- 
poration a  fiduciary  relation,  so  that  he  was  not  warranted  in 
making  a  secret  profit.     H.  J.  Jaeger  Co.  v.  Eannan,  108  A.  1, 

—  N.  J.  Eq.  — . 

(154)  Damages  for  breach  of  contract  to  give  commission  of 
one  dollar  per  acre  for  "following  up  work  and  closing  land  deals 
with  cuatomers,"  defendant  doing  the  work  himself,  is  not  neces- 
sarily one  dollar  per  acre,  the  amount  depending  on  work  saved 
and  outlay  which  would  have  been  required  to  earn  the  commis- 
sion of  one  dollar  per  acre  in  a  particular  instance,  and  mere 
proof  of  breach  of  contract  not  being  proof  that  any  damage  was 
suffered.    Patterson  v.  Hohnson,  174  N.  W.  363,  —  Iowa  Sup.  — . 

(165)  Where  an  owner  of  land  employed  an  agent  to  sell  for 
a  fiat  price,  making  no  misrepresentation  of  acreage,  and  the  agent 
sold  to  the  state  under  representation  of  acreage,  accounting  to 
the  owner  only  on  the  basis  of  the  authorized  price,  though  in 
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fact  more  was  received;  after  abatement  of  price  to  be  paid  by 
the  state  on  account  of  acreage  shortage,  the  agent  is  not  entitled 
to  a  corresponding  credit  for  such  shortage  on  his  note  to  the 
owner.    Solmon  v.  Deese,  218  S.  W.  657,  —  Ark.  Sup.  — . 

(156)  Where  a  contract  for  the  sale  or  exchange  of  real  estate 
provided  for  a  '^regular  fixed  commission,''  as  adopted  by  a  named 
real  estate  exchange,  the  fact  that  only  rate  of  commission  so  fixed 
was  a  maximum  rate;  held,  not  to  render  the  contract  ineffective, 
under  Bums's  Ann.  Stat.  1914,  Sec.  7463,  such  statute  requiring 
only  that  the  contract  import  to  pay  a  conmiission,  and  provide  a 
means  of  ascertaining  the  amount  thereof,  without  destroying  the 
character  of  the  contract  as  a  written  instrument.  Siockberger 
V.  Zane,  125  N.  E.  65,  —  Ind.  App.  — . 

(157)  In  a  suit  by  one  broker  against  another  to  recover  one- 
half  of  the  commission  for  sale  of  realty,  in  which  defendant's 
theory  was  that  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  share  in  commissions  only 
if  sale  was  made  to  certain  parties;  evidence  held  to  warrant 
finding  for  plaintiff.  Treadwell  v.  Key,  215  S.  W.  728,  —  Ark. 
Sup.  — . 

(158)  Plaintiff,  real  estate  broker,  suing  to  recover  commis- 
sions for  making  a  sale  of  an  apartment  hotel,  is  not  entitled,  as 
a  matter  of  law,  to  recover,  where  the  evidence  warranted  finding 
that  the  sale  was  an  independent  transaction,  with  which  neither 
plaintiff  nor  his  assistant  had  anything  whatever  to  do.  Blanch- 
ard  V.  Liberty  Trust  Co.,  125  N.  E.  180,  —  Mass.  Sup.  — . 

(159)  For  procuring  lease,  including  agreement  that,  at  its 
expiration,  lessors  and  the  lessee  pay  a  percentage  of  costs  of  im- 
provements, or  grant  a  further  term;  held,  in  a  suit  brought  be- 
fore expiration  of  the  first  term  commission,  and  on  gross  rentals 
for  the  first  term  alone,  their  claim  for  commission  on  the  op- 
tional renewal  lease  not  being  determinable  prior  to  the  granting 
of  such  renewal  lease  by  the  lessors.  McMahon  v.  Beard,  122 
K  Y.  Sup.  475. 

(160)  In  an  action  by  broker  who  introduced  the  purchaser  to 
the  seller,  evidence  held  insufficient  to  show  agency,  it  appearing 
that  the  broker  ascertained  the  premises  were  for  sale,  and  in- 
formed the  vendor's  wif^  that  he  would  bring  a  client  to  view 
them.    Ooetz  v.  Berman,  111  A.  235  (Del.  Super.). 


(161)  In  an  action  b;  a  broker  fo  recover  a  commission  for 
procnring  the  Bale  of  an  oil  lease,  the  defense  was  that  the  'sale 
was  procured  throngh  the  misrepresentation  and  fraud  of  the 
broker,  and  as  there  was  evidence  tending  to  sustain  the  defense, 
and  further,  that  becanee  of  the  frsnd  a  sale  made  was  rescinded, 
it  vas  the  duty  of  the  trial  judge,  upon  request  of  the  owner,  to 
make  a  finding  as  to  whether  or  not  the  broker  was  guilty  of 
fraud  in  the  transaction,  and  whether  or  not  the  sale  so  rescinded 
and  the  services  of  the  broker  became  worthless  because  of  the 
fraud  of  the  broker.  Langston  v.  Hoyt,  194  P.  654,  —  Ean. 
Sup.  — . 

S«c  lOH.  In  sa  aotttm  for  eompeniatioii,  nrdiot  on  oon- 
flioting  evidence  nnially  nphdd. 
There  being  a  conflict  of  evidence  the  qneation  is  exclnsively 
for  the  jury,  and  a  finding  will  not  be  disturbed  on  appeal. 
Mousseau  v.  Dorsett,  80  Ga.  566,  5  S.  E.  780;  Semple  v.  Band, 
112  Iowa  616,  84  N.  W.  683;  HaU  v.  Grace,  179  Mass.  400,  60 
N.  E.  932;  Solschien  v.  Pekleg,  55  Mo.  App.  375;  Sherwin  v. 
O'Cormor,  24  Neb.  603,  39  N.  W.  620;  Abraham  v.  Buratein,  178 
N.  T.  586,  70  N.  E.  1094;  8mith  v.  Cutter,  66  N.  T.  S.  332,  54 
App.  Div.  618 ;  Van  Sider  v.  Eerbat,  51  N.  T.  S.  968,  30  App. 
Dir.  266;  Chase  t.  Teal,  83  Tez;  833,  18  8.  W.  697;  FauOuur  T. 
Crawford,  177  S.  W.  86,  119  Ark.  6;  801  V.  Cetcki.  140  P.  949, 
167  Gal.  698;  Naylor  v.  Aakion,  130  P.  181,  20  Cal.  App.  644; 
Monroe  v.  Orr,  171  111.  App.  666 ;  Nat.  Uillmg  Co.  v.  Kirby,  94 
A.  149,  —  R  I.  — ;  Evans  v.  Rvssell  147  N.  W.  489,  180  Mich. 
534;  Eonda  v.  Fay,  186  P.  614,  22  Cal.  App.  722;  Brooks  v. 
Lettns,  77  S.  E.  101,  12  Ga.  App.  260;  Shead  v.  Louisiana  Lum- 
ber Co.,  182  IlL  App.  310;  Parier  v.  Land  £  Imp.  Co.,  165  P. 
1086,  —  Wash.  Sop.  — ;  Williamson  v.  Martin  Ozbum  Realty 
Co..  91  S.  E.  610,  19  Ga.  App.  425;  Ckaleff  v.  Mendelsohn,  164 
N.  T.  Sup.  680;  Shannon  v.  Cobbell,  67  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  638;  An- 
derson V.  ReUer,  198  IlL  App.  581 ;  Nix  v.  Tomlinaon.  200  S.  W. 
897,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ;  Wayler  v.  Norris.  805  111.  App.  69; 
Sichafue  v.  Vickrey,  206  HI.  App.  684;  Fergaton  v.  Quitk,  79  S. 
83,  rev.  judg.  on  sug.  of  re.,  78  S.  618,  —  Miss.  Sup.  — ;  Red 
River  Valley  Land  Co.  v.  Huiehiaon,  170  N.  W.  317,  —  N.  D. 
Sup.  — ;  Davis  v.  Joiner  Realty  Co.,  99  S.  E.  60,  —  Ga.  App.  — ; 
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Baker  v.  Oreer,  208  S.  W.  755;  Mooney  y.  Burgess,  172  N.  W. 
308,  —  Minn.  Sup.  — ;  Hensley  v.  Wathins,  101  S.  E.  758,  —  Ga, 
App.  — ;  Murphy  v.  W.  &  F.  lAve  Stock  Co.,  187  P.  187,  re. 
den.,  189  P.  867,  —  Wyo.  Sup.  — ;  Frank  HaH  Realty  Co,  t. 
Ryan,  218  S.  W.  412,  —  Mo.  App.  — ;  Pixley  v.  Gonder,  189  P. 
149,  —  Kan.  Sup.  — ;  Kitiy  Lumber  Co.  v.  West,  220  S.  W. 
639,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ;  Ramezzano  v.  Avansino,  189  P.  681, 
—  Nev.  Sup.  — . 

Sec.  10S5.    Verdict  mnst  be  palpably  against  weight  of  evi- 
dence to  warrant  setting  aside. 

A  judgment  by  the  trial  court  to  which  the  law  and  facts  are 
submitted  will  be  treated  on  appeal  as  the  verdict  of  a  properly 
instructed  jury  and  will  not  be  reversed  unless  palpably  against 
the  weight  of  the  evidence.  Summers  v.  Summers,  26  Ky.  L.  E. 
179,  80  S.  W.  1154;  Oallagher  v.  Bell,  89  Minn.  291,  94  N,  W. 
867;  Fish  v.  Calvin,  2  Silver  (N.  Y.  Supreme)  450,  6  N".  Y. 
S.  64;  Ross  v.  Decker,  68  N.  Y.  S.  790,  34  Misc.  168;  Hollani 
V.  Howard,  105  Ala.  538,  17  S.  35;  Loeb  v.  Teppee,  112  N.  Y. 
S.  1043 ;  Scott  v.  O'Hair,  188  111.  App.  26. 

Sec.  1065a.    Answer  made  by  the  court  to  a  juror  held  not  to 
constitute  error  to  set  aside  verdict. 

In  an  action  to  recover  commissions  on  a  sale  or  exchange 
of  real  estate,  the  defendant  both  admitted  that  the  agreement 
had  been  made  and  averred  that  it  was  conditional  only,  and 
was  not  to  be  carried  out  if  the  defendant  needed  the  money 
provided  by  the  agreement  for  a  mining  enterprise  in  which 
he  was  interested.  He  testified  that  the  money  was  needed  in 
the  enterprise,  and  that  the  agreement  was  never  carried  out. 
The  evidence  showed  that  nothing  was  said  about  money  when 
the  negotiations  conmienced,  nor  when  the  property  was  placed 
in  the  hands  of  the  plaintiff  for  sale.  At  the  trial,  a  jnror  asked 
whether  there  was  ''any  evidence  that  there  was  anything  said 
about  money  when  they  entered  into  this  proceeding  t"  to  which 
the  court  replied :  ''Nothing  was  said  about  money.  I  will  leave 
to  you  the  whole  case,  whether  there  was  any  understanding  as 
to  the  payment  of  money  or  not,  or  that  the  defendant  could 


finally  tvithdraw  the  proposition  when  he  got  ready."  Held, 
that  the  answer  of  the  court  was  not  groundj  for  reversal  of 
the  verdict  and  jndgment  for  plaintiff,  Mitchell  v.  Edebum, 
37  Pa.  Super.  Ct,  223. 

S«c.  10S6.    Verdict  not  set  aside  beoatue  ittar  advene  party 
it  would  have  been  stutained. 

"The  evidence  is  indeed  so  strong  in  defendant's  behalf  that 
bad  the  verdict  been  for  bim  no  one  would  have  thought  of  ques- 
tioning it,"  bnt  that  does  not  justify  setting  it  aside;  Veale  v. 
Qreene,  105  Mo.  App.  182,  79  S.  W.  731;  nor  where  the  evidence 
is  conflicting  does  the  fact  that  the  appellate  court  might  have 
reached  a  different  conclusion.  Bra-nd  v.  Merrilt,  15  Colo.  286, 
25  P.  175. 

8ec.  1057.    Verdict  not  disturbed  on  aeeonnt  of  evidence  of 
ratification. 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  to  recover  commissions, 
it  appeared  that  defendant's  husband  had  an  interview  with 
plaintiff  in  regard  to  the  sale  of  her  land,  ULd  that  subsequently, 
in  response  to  a  letter  from  plaintiff  the  husband  called  at  his 
office,  and  was  introduced  to  T.,  who  later  showed  defendant  and 
her  husband  land  that  he  wished  to  exchange,  bnt  it  did  not 
suit  defendant;  afterward,  she  accepted  another  offer  made  by 
T,  to  buy  the  land;  on  the  trial,  defendant  and  her  husband 
attempted  to  suppress  their  own  testimony,  and  their  conduct 
justified  a  belief  that  defendant  had  authorized  or  ratified  her 
husband's  act.  Held,  that  a  verdict  for  plaintiff  would  not  be 
disturbed.    Sims  v.  Bockwell,  156  Mass.  372,  31  N.  E.  484. 

Sec  1058.  Verdict  set  aside,  where  loan  was  refosed  becanse 
interest  was  too  high. 
A  verdict  for  plaintiff  will  be  set  aside  as  against  the  weight 
of  the  evidence  where,  on  the  issue  whether  defendant  agreed 
to  pay  six  per  cent,  interest  for  a  loan,  so  as  to  render  him 
liable  to  plaintiff  for  procuring  a  person  ready  to  make  the  loan 
at  that  price,  defendant  testified  that  he  did  not  agree  to  p^ 
SLK  per  cent.,  and  his  t«8timony  was  contradicted  only  by  the 
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agent  thraagli  whom  the  loan  was  made,  who  testified  to  a  con- 
versation with  defendant  about  the  loan,  and  stated  that  the 
rate  of  interest  was  to  be  six  per  cent.,  but  stated  no  conversa- 
tion to  that  effect,  and  testified  that  he  wrote  defendant  the 
next  day  that  he  would  make  the  loan  at  six  per  cent. ;  that  de- 
fendant at  once  refused,  because  the  interest  was  too  high,  and 
that  he  told  plaintiff  that  he  (defendant)  refused  the  loan  when 
the  question  of  interest  was  broached,  since  it  is  apparent  that 
the  statement  that  six  per  cent  was  to  be  paid  was  merely  an 
inference  by  the  witness.  Crandall  v.  Philips,  43  N.  Y.  S.  299, 
13  App.  Div.  118. 

Sec.  1059.    Verdict  not  directed  for  plaintiff,  where  cnstoiiiier 
was  not  of  restricted  class. 

Where  the  evidence  of  plaintiff,  suing  to  recover  commissions 
for  procuring  a  purchaser  for  defendant's  land,  of  itself  makes 
out  a  case,  the  court  will  not  direct  a  verdict  in  his  favor,  if 
the  evidence  of  the  defendant  shows  that  under  the  contract 
plaintiff  was  restricted  to  negotiate  a  sale  with  certain  persons, 
and  the  one  procured  by  him  did  not  belong  to  that  class.  Meyer 
V.  Straussy  58  N.  Y.  S.  904,  42  App.  Div.  613. 

See.  1060.    Verdict  for  commissions  not  supported,  whero  sale 
varied  from  authorization. 

Defendant  agreed  to  pay  x>laintiff  $100  to  find  a  purchaser 
for  a  farm  at  $2,400,  the  purchaser  to  receive  one-third  of  the 
erops ;  defendant  procured  a  purchaser  who  agreed  to  pay  $2,400 
for  the  land  and  the  landlord's  share  of  the  crops;  there  was  no 
evidence  as  to  what  constituted  the  landlord's  share  of  the  crops, 
or  of  the  purchaser's  ability  to  pay.  Held,  that  the  evidence  was 
not  sufficient  to  support  a  verdict  for  his  commissions.  Howie  v. 
Bratrud,  14  S.  Dak.  648,  86  N.  W.  747;  Haskell  v.  BeigKly 
(Kan.  Sup.  '08),  96  P.  134;  Shuck  v.  Conway,  179  N.  W.  434^  — 
Iowa  Sup.  — . 

Sec.    1061.    Verdict  directed  for  defendant  erroneoiUi  ^Aml 
not  Justified  in  believing  broker  recreant. 

Defendant  wrote  plaintiff  authorizing  him  to  sell  defendant's 
timber  land  in  Arkansas,  agreeing  that  if  plaintiff  put  defendant 


in  communication  with  a  reliable  purchaser  defendant  would 
protect  plaintiff  on  a  commiaeion  of  five  per  cent. ;  plaintiff  im- 
mediately corresponded  with  a  purchaser  who,  at  plaintiff's  di- 
rection, wired  defendant  for  the  price,  and  this  being  agreed 
on,  the  ptirchaser  wrote  plaintiff  a  letter  concemin:;  the  prop- 
erty, enclosing  a  skeleton  option,  which  he  desired  defendant  to 
execute;  plaintiff  then  went  to  defendant's  place  of  business 
and  showed  him  the  purchaser's  letter  with  the  option,  aud  de- 
fendant, after  some  delay,  signed  the  option,  after  inserting  that 
the  price  should  be  net  cash  to  him,  but  without  any  statement 
that  it  was  to  be  free  of  commissions.  Held,  that  defendant  was 
not  justified  in  believing  that  plaintiff  was  acting  for  the  pur- 
chaser, and  that  it  was,  therefore,  error  for  the  court  to  direct 
a  verdict  for  defendant  in  plaintiff's  action  for  commissionB. 
Love  V.  Scatcherd,  146  Fed.  1,  77  C.  C.  A.  1. 

Seo.  1062.    Verdict  for  broker  not  sustained  by  inviting  atten- 
tion of  public  to  land  and  negotiating. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  for  the  sale  of  land,  evidence 
that  plaintiff  invited  the  attention  of  the  public  to  the  property, 
and  used  time  in  active  negotiations  for  its  purchase,  and  that 
the  final  purchase  resulted  from  a  continuation  of  the  pre-exist- 
ing negotiations,  unaffected  by  the  broker's  acts,  was  insufficient 
to- sustain  a  verdict  for  plaintiff.  Sexton  v.  Ooodrich,  131  Wis. 
146,  111  N.  W.  206. 

Seo.  1063.    Awarding  less  than  plaintiff  entitled  to,  styled  a 
"Sandio  Fania"  verdict. 

Plaintiff  was  employed  by  defendant  B.  to  sell  640  acres  of 
land  for  $15  an  acre  cash  to  B.  and  as  much  more  to  plamtiff  as 
he  could  get;  plaintiff  induced  defendant  M,  to  purchase  for 
$19.50  per  acre,  and  to  deposit  such  amount  subject  to  a  tender 
of  title;  it  was  thereafter  discovered  that  B.  could  only  convey 
538  acres,  whereupon,  in  order  to  consummate  the  deal,  it  was 
arranged  that  a  sale  of  this  amount  should  be  made  at  $15  an 
acre,  and  that  the  purchaser  should  pay  plaintiff  $300,  and  that 
B.  should  pay  plaintiff  $600,  to  which  plaintiff  agreed;  it  was 
subsequently  discovered  that  B,'s  title  was  good  only  to  338 
acres,  which  were  conveyed.    Held,  that  the  agreement  by  both 
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the  owner  and  the  pnrchiser  to  pay  each  amount  to  plaintiff 
was  based  on  sufficient  consideration,  and  that  plaintiff  was  m- 
titled  to  recover  on  such  contract  and  not  on  a  quantum  meruit. 
''The  case  was  given  to  the  jury  without  a  charge;  this^  perhaps^ 
accounts  for  the  Sancho  Panza  verdict  they  returned. ' '  Brun- 
son  V.  Blair,  44  Tex.  Civ.  App.  43,  97  S.  W.  337. 


8oo.  lOM.    Verdict  properly  directed  for  defendant  when 
the  plaintiff  violated  his  authority. 

In  an  action  to  recover  real  estate  brokers'  conunissioiis, 
the  plaintiffs'  right  to  go  to  the  jury  depended  upon  whether 
their  evidence  tended  to  show  that  they  procured  a  purchaser 
ready,  able  and  willing  to  buy  their  principal's  land,  at  a  price 
and  upon  terms  which  they  were  authorized  to  make,  and  there 
being  no  evidence  that  they  were  authorized  to  agree  to  pay 
the  purchaser  $50  a  day  as  liquidated  damages  for  a  breach 
of  the  contract  to  convey,  and  to  secure  the  same  by  a  lien  on 
the  land,  or  that  the  proposed  purchaser  would  have  taken  the 
lands  ivithout  such  agreement,  a  verdict  was  properly  directed 
for  defendant  Evarts  v.  Fuqua  (Tex.  CSv.  App.  '08),  111  S. 
yr.  675;  affirmed  118  S.  W.  132. 

Sec  1064a.     On  owner  releasing  purehaser  from  oonbraeti 
broker  entitled  to  verdict  for  commission. 

The  defendant  agreed  to  pay  plaintifEs  an  ultimate  sum  as 
commission  for  selling  his  land,  and  plaintiffs  procured  a  pur- 
chaser who  entered  into  a  written  contract  with  defendant  to  pur- 
chase the  land  upon  defendant's  terms,  and  on  the  purchaser's 
failure  to  comply  with  the  contract,  the  defendant  sued  the  pur- 
ehaser for  specific  performance,  which  suit  was  compromised  and 
the  purchaser  released  from  his  agreement,  without  the  knowledge 
of  plaintifib.  Held,  that  the  plaintifib  were  entitled  to  a  directed 
verdict  for  the  amount  of  their  commission.  Kirkland  £  Sans  v. 
Berry,  136  S.  W.  832,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ;  Lawler  v.  Armstrong, 
102  P.  775,  63  Wash.  664;  Ferguson  v.  Turner,  194  P.  1103,  — 
Colo.  Sup.  — w 


8eo.  1064b.    Verdict  agaiiut  the  manifest  weight  of  the  erl- 
denoe. 

Where  the  evidence  shows  that  pkintiff,  while  negotiating  a 
trade  between  defendant,  owner  of  a  flat  building,  and  owner  of  a 
farm,  was  informed  b;  letter  that  the;  could  not  make  a  trade, 
and  defendant  was  bo  notified,  and  it  further  appears  that  a  trade 
was  subsequently  effected  by  another  agent,  who  bad  previously 
offered  the  same  farm,  though  it  had  not  been  known  by  defend- 
ant that  the  farms  were  the  same,  a  verdict  for  defendant  is 
against  the  manifest  weight  of  the  evidence.  Tomascwsii  v.  An- 
derson, 1?8  111.  App.  274 ;  Donnell  v.  First  Mtge.  £  B.  E.  Co.. 
153  N.  Y.  Sup.  218;  PauUon  v.  Rourlee.  146  P.  711,  26  Colo. 
App.  488;  KnotU  v.  L.  8.  &  31.  8.  R.  Co.,  172  HI.  App.  660. 

Sea  1064c   Terdiet  held  rapported  by  the  evidenee. 

In  an  action  for  commission  for  procuring  a  purchaser  for  land 
which  was  conveyed  by  the  owner  to  the  purchaser,  verdict  held 
to  support  a  verdict  for  plaintiff.  Harvey  v.  Hain,  149  N.  W. 
236,  367  Iowa,  258;  Nelson  v.  Carlson,  153  N.  W.  253,  130  Minn. 
131;  Ware  &  Harper  v.  Atlanta  Coffee  Mills  Co.,  86  S.  E.  47, 
16  Ga.  App.  749 ;  Johnson  V.  Douirossky,  163  N.  W.  689,  —  Iowa 
Sop.  — . 

Sea  1064d.    Verdiot  for  $5,400  eammiBsion  not  exoesrive. 

A  verdict  of  2%  of  $270,000  for  a  theater  for  fifteen  years  for 
broker's  compensation  of  leasing,  where  lease  provided  lessees 
could  purchase  same  on  forfeiture  of  $9,000  deposited,  and  owner 
testified  services  were  worth  13,500,  if  rent  for  full  period  should 
be  paid,  is  not  excessive.  Brady  v.  Bichey  £  Casey,  202  S.  W. 
170,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

Sec.  106S.    Judgment  tmjnstiflahle  oofht  to  be  Mt  ailde. 

Where  the  judgment  can  not  be  justified  upon  any  hypothesis 
presented  by  the  pleadings  or  evidence  it  ought  to  be  set  aside. 
Also,  where  not  sustained  by  the  evidence,  being  excessive.  Ham- 
mers V.  Merrici,  42  Kan.  32,  21  P.  783;  Wulhort  v.  Weinatein, 
91  N.  T.  S.  859. 
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Sec.  1065a.    Beductioii  by  the  court  of  an  eoDoessiye  verdict 

Defendants  agreed  that  if  plaintiffs  wonld  procnre  purchasers 
for  lands,  defendants  would  pay  them  fifty  cents  an  acre  for 
their  services.  Plaintiffs  procured  purchasers  for  3,360  acres, 
to  be  thereafter  selected ;  but,  owing  to  the  fact  that  defendants 
did  not  own  or  control  the  lands  as  represented,  the  transaction 
failed.  Held,  that  a  verdict  of  $1,680  for  plaintiffs  was  exces- 
sive, and  should  be  reduced  to  $1,200,  as  it  was  not  certain 
that  all  of  the  purchasers  would  have  made  selections  and  pur- 
chased the  lands  for  which  they  subscribed.  Peavey  v.  Cfreer 
(Minn.  Sup.  '09),  121  N.  W.  875. 

Sec.  1066b.   Evidence  insnffloieiit  to  sustain  verdict  for  plain- 
tiff for  procuring  loan. 

In  a  suit  to  recover  commissions  for  obtaining  a  loan  for  de- 
fendant, evidence  held  insufficient  to  sustain  a  verdict  that  plain- 
tiff bad  procured  odc  able  and  willing  to  make  the  loan,  and  bad 
effected  performance  before  defendant  terminated  the  transac- 
tion. Van  Bayer  v.  Ninigret  Mills  Co.,  150  N.  T.  Sup.  291,  164 
App.  Div.  698;  Turner  v.  Qa/rrard,  198  S.  W.  655,  —  Ter.  Civ. 
App.  — . 

Sec.  1066.   Judgment  of  appellate  court  condosive. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  for  services  as  broker,  the  amonnt 
which  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  is  a  question  of  fact, 
on  which  the  judgment  of  the  appellate  court  is  conclusive. 
'SmiiJi  V.  May  field,  163  HI.  447,  46  N.  E.  157;  Kurtz  v.  Payne 
Inv.  Co.,  135  N.  W.  1075,  156  Iowa,  876,  pet.  for  re.  over,  but 
opinion  mod.,  137  N.  W.  460;  Evam  v.  BubUe,  183  P.  83,  — 
Wash.  Sup.  — . 

Sec.  1067.    Judgment  not  reversed  for  improper  evidenoei 

A  judgment  in  favor  of  a  real  estate  agent  on  a  contract  to 
pay  a  definite  sum  as  a  commission  will  not  be  reversed  because 
the  trial  court  permitted  him  to  introduce  evidence  that  the 
amoxmt  of  commission  alleged  to  be  paid  was  the  usual  charge 


of  real  estate  agents  in  that  city  for  Bimilar  services.    Bravuanan 
V.  Shernum,  49  Kao.  771,  31  P.  667. 

8eo.  1068.  In  an  action  on  a  judgment  emn-  to  sabmit  to  jury 
whether  agent  could  release. 
A  loan  broker  acted  as  agent  for  both  parties  in  the  negotia- 
tion of  a  loan,  which  was  to  be  secnred  by  a  trust  deed  of  land 
encumbered  by  judgments;  the  amount  of  the  loan  was  sent  to 
him  by  the  lender  with  instructions  to  see  that  the  amount  re- 
quired by  the  terms  of  the  deed  be  applied  to  secure  a  release 
of  this  judgment  by  the  original  judgment  creditor;  a  trans- 
fer of  it  to  him  by  the  present  holder  was  so  applied;  the  agent 
at  first,  being  unable  to  obtain  a  release,  toofa  a  transfer  of  the 
juf^ment,  and  afterwards  obtained  a  release,  which  he  for- 
warded to  the  lender;  the  transaction  was  completed,  and  sub- 
sequently, at  the  request  of  the  IxKTOwer,  and  without  any  fur- 
ther instructions  from  the  lender,  the  agent  entered  on  the 
margin  of  the  judgment  record  a  receipt  in  full  for  the  judg- 
ment. Held,  that  an  instruction,  in  an  action  to  obtain  execution 
under  the  judgment,  and  submitting  the  question  whether  the 
agent  was  authorized  to  execute  satisfaction  of  the  judgment; 
was  improper.  Brown  7.  Dennis  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '95),  30  S. 
W.  272. 

Sec.  1068.    Judgments  onsiutained  by  the  eridence. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  for  effecting  the  sale  of  a  house, 
it  appeared  that  defendant  agreed  to  give  plaintiff  $75  if  he 
should  sell  the  house  for  $500  by  a  certain  day,  $50  if  he  sold 
it  for  $400  after  that  day;  plaintiff  introduced  to  defendant 
a  purchaser  who,  after  the  day  specified,  purchased  the  house 
for  $350.  Held,  that  a  judgment  for  plaintiff  for  $35  was  not 
sustained  by  the  evidence.  Blackwell  v.  Adams,  28  Mo.  App. 
61 ;  Jones  v.  Pendleton,  134  Mich.  460 ;  96  N.  Vf.  574. 

In  an  action  brought  to  recover  commissions  alleged  to  have 
been  earned  by  the  plaintiff  on  a  sale  of  real  estate  of  defendant 
for  military  purposes  to  the  government,  through  his  agency, 
the  only  evidence  of  his  assistance  in  the  sale  was  that  he,  to 
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eome  extent,  helped  to  intensify  public  opinion  as  to  tiie 
ency  of  having  a  military  force  in  the  neighborhood.  Held,  that 
a  verdict  for  him  should  be  set  aside.  Com'l.  Nat.  Bh.  v.  Haw- 
kins, 35  111.  App.  463;  HaUe  v.  Kaier,  163  S.  W.  393,  —  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  — ;  Klein  v.  Deuisch,  168  K  Y.  Sap.  624;  McCrelass 
v.  Howell,  210  S.  W.  972,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ;  Werner  v.  Sfl- 
verman,  174  K  T.  Sup.  186. 

Sea  1070.   Judgment  f  w  a  smalkr  amoimt^  wben  it  win  not 
be  interfered  with. 

Where  an  action  was  brought  to  leoov^  commissions  for  effect- 
ing a  sale  of  real  estate,  and  the  testimony  shows  that  the  broker 
merely  procured  a  purchaser  who  purchased  the  premises  from 
the  owner,  Held,  that  a  judgment  awarding  the  broker  a  less  sum 
than  the  commissions  upon  a  completed  sale  will  not  be  set  aside. 
Oregg  v.  Loomis,  22  Neb.  174,  34  N.  W.  355.  Compare  Bruneon 
V.  Blair,  44  Tex.  Civ.  App.  43,  97  S.  W.  337.    See  Sec.  1063. 

Plaintiff  sued  to  recover  commissions  for  obtaining  a  loan  for 
defendant,  and  testified  that  defendant  agreed  to  pay  one  and 
one-half  per  cent,  and  disbursements;  on  crosa-examination  he 
testified  that  he  told  defendant  the  lawyer's  charges  wofold  be 
one  per  cent,  and  disbursements,  and  that  the  plaintiff's  charge 
would  be  two  and  one-half  per  cent.,  and  tiiat  defendant  agreed 
to  pay  it.  Held,  that  a  judgment  for  only  one-half  per  cent,  was 
supported  by  the  evidence,  since  there  was  no  evidence  that 
defendant  promised  to  pay  the  plaintiff  the  attorney's  charges, 
or  that  plaintiff  had  promised  to  pay  such  amount  to  the  at- 
torney. Robert  v.  Sire,  67  N.  Y.  S.  860,  33  Misc.  755.  See  also 
See.  572. 

Sec.  1071.    Judgment  for  full  amount  error,  where  loan  failed 
through  defective  title. 

"Where  an  agreement  was  made  to  pay  plaintiff  $800  if  he 
secured  a  certain  loan  for  defendant  on  its  property,  which  sum 
was  to  cover  all  fees,  lawyer's  charges,  disbursements,  etc,  it 
was  error  to  grant  a  judgment  for  the  full  amount,  where  per* 
formance  was  prevented  by  reason  of  def aidant's  defective 


title.    Oattling  v.  CmtrtU  Spar  Verein,  73  N.  Y.  S.  49G,  67  App. 
Div.  50.    See  also  Sec.  572. 

Bee.  1071a.  Effect  of  a  jndjrment  ai  barring  fnrOier  pro- 
ceedings. 
A  judgment  dismissing  an  action  on  an  express  promise  to 
pay  an  atjreed  commission  for  selling  land,  entered  on  a  finding 
that  plaintiff  did  not  act  as  agent  for  defendant  in  the  sale,  and 
that  there  was  no  contract  for  a  otHnmission,  is  a  bar  to  a  sub- 
sequent action  for  the  same  commission  based  on  an  express 
promise  to  pay  the  reasonable  value  of  the  services  after  they 
■were  performed.  Krug  v.  Hendricfc*  (Wash.  Sup.  '09),  102 
P.  1049. 

Seo.  1071b.    Fsilnre  of  proof. 

Where  a  broker  sued  on  an  express  contract  for  commissions, 
alleging  that  he  was  the  procuring  cause  of  the  sale  and  was  en- 
titled to  his  commissions,  whether  title  to  all  the  land  failed  or 
not,  and  testified  that  he  agreed  to  sell  the  whole  ranch,  and  that, 
unless  the  title  to  the  land  was  clear,  the  ranch  could  not  be  sold 
at  the  price,  but  did  not  prove  the  case  alleged,  and  could  not 
recover.    Jackson  v.  Blair,  165  S.  W.  622;  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

Sec.  lOTlo.    Judgment  that  broker  did  not  retain  part  of  pnr- 
ohaie  price  anthoriMd  by  evidence. 

In  an  action  for  a  percentage  of  profits  claimed  to  be  due  a 
broker  on  account  of  purchase  and  sale  of  lands,  a  judgment 
finding  that  the  broker  did  not  retain  part  of  the  purchase  price 
of  a  subsequent  sale  as  a  commission;  held,  authorized  by  the  evi- 
dence.   Mann  Bros.  v.  BetcheH's  Ei^r,  109  S.  W.  707,  160  Ky. 


8e&  lOTld.   Effect  of  gandBhnient  prooeeding  npon  brobr. 

Where  a  purchaser  of  a  business  agrees  to  pay  the  debts  of  a 
prior  owner  of  the  business,  and  subsequently  executes  a  power 
of  attorney,  and  addresses  a  letter  of  instractiona  to  a  Ann  of 
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real  estate  brokers,  authorizing  the  brokers  to  sell  certain  lands 
which  were  his  private  lands,  apart  from  the  business,  and  to 
apply  the  proceeds  thereof  to  the  payment  of  the  debts  which  he 
had  assumed,  no  trust  in  the  proceeds  is  created  by  the  transac- 
tion in  favor  of  the  creditors,  and  the  brokers  can  not  retain  the 
proceeds  when  they  are  summoned  as  garnishees  in  an  attach* 
ment  execution  issued  under  a  judgment  against  the  purchaser. 
Jones  V.  Keesey,  42  Pa.  Super.  Ct  492;  Fotiea  v.  Same,  42  Pa. 
Super.  Ct.  497. 


CHAPTER  XVni. 


intcrpretAtioDS. 

8ae,  1072,  Error  in  gnttaiiiiiijr  objection  of  plaintiff  to  evi. 
donee  of  plaintiff '■  receipt  in  lettlement. 
It  was  held  that  the  trial  court  erred  when  it  sastained  an 
objection  made  by  plaintiff's  cotinsel  to  the  introduction  in  evi- 
denoe  of  a  stipnlatioa  made  by  the  parties  in  a  former  suit  and 
filed  in  court,  in  which  the  plaintiff  acknowledged  the  receipt 
of  $90  in  full  settlement  and  payment  of  all  claims  and  demands 
arising  out  of  the  alleged  oanse  of  action.  Davis  v.  Thomas,  87 
Mini^  301,  91  N.  W.  1100. 

■eo.  107S.  Error  to  initmct  for  plaintiff  that  arrant  acting  for 
both  partlei  may  receive  compeniation  from  both 
Plaintiff  sued  for  commissions  for  purchasing  property  for 
defendants,  on  the  theory  that  with  defendant's  knowledge  he 
was  to  receive  commissions  from  both  defendants  and  the  vendor ; 
plaintiff,  however,  during  the  negotiations,  had  written  a  letter 
to  defendants  stating  that  if  they  were  under  the  belief  that 
he  expected  to  receive  commissions  from  both  sides,  they  were 
mistaken ;  that  if  he  received  a  commission  from  the  other  side,  he 
would  charge  defendants  only  for  legal  services;  on  receipt  of 
this  letter  defendants  forwarded  the  purchase  price.  Plaintiff 
testified  that  the  letter  was  written  at  the  instance  of  the  agent 
of  defendants,  who  promised  him  other  business  from  the  com- 
pany  sufficient  to  repay  him  for  the  release  of  commissiona. 
Held,  that  as  defendants'  agent  could  not  have  authority  to  de- 
ceive defendants,  and  as  the  jury  might  have  found  tliat  de< 
fendants  acted  on  the  strength  of  the  letter,  it  was  error  to 
instruct  for  plaintiff;  that  if  an  agent  acta  for  both  he  may  re- 
ceive compensation  from  both,  and  that  if  the  letter  releasing 
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commifisions  was  written  in  consideration  of  farther  businesB, 
which  they  refused  to  give  plaintiff,  he  was  entitled  to  recover. 
Lindt  V.  Schlitz  Brewing  Co.,  113  Iowa  200,  84  N.  W.  1059.  See 
also  Sec.  558. 

Sec.  1074.  Error  to  ezclnde  testimony  of  defendant  that  he 
was  ignorant  of  agent's  donble  emplc^yment 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  to  recover  commissions 
on  an  exchange  of  property  effected  by  him,  it  appearing  that 
plaintiff  was  in  the  employ  of  both  parties  to  the  exchange,  the 
court  erred  in  excluding  the  testimony  of  defendant  tending 
to  show  that  he  was  ignorant  of  the  double  employment  of  plain- 
tiff, of  which  plaintiff  testified  that  defendant  was  informed. 
Condit  V.  SUl,  18  N.  T.  S.  97. 

Bee.  1076.  In  the  absence  of  evidenoe  it  was  not  error  to 
erclude  that  other  party  knew  agent  was  paid  by  de- 
fendant 

In  an  action  to  recover  a  broker's  commissions  for  negotiating 
an  exchange  of  defendant's  property  for  the  property  of  L.  & 
iW.,  where  there  was  no  evidence  that  defendant  knew  that  plain- 
tiff was  also  to  receive  commissions  from  L.  &  W.,  it  was  not 
error  to  exclude  evidence  that  L.  &  W.  knew  he  was  to  receive 
commissions  from  defendant.    Bellin  v.  Wein,  104  N.  Y.  S.  360. 

Sec.  1075a.  Circumstances  showing  no  error  in  refusing  to 
grant  non-suit. 

There  being  evidence  tending  to  show  that  the  real  estate  agent 
had  first  agreed  with  another  person  to  procure  a  purchaser,  and 
that  all  of  them  should  have  an  interest  in  the  land  and  should 
divide  it  into  lots  and  sell  it  for  a  profit,  and  that  subsequently 
such  third  person  stated  to  the  real  estate  agent  that  the  con- 
templated purchaser  who  would  furnish  the  money  to  pay  for 
the  land  and  whose  name  was  not  divulged  to  the  agent  was 
unwilling  for  the  agent  to  be  interested  in  the  enterprise,  end 
that  thereupon  it  was  agreed  between  the  agent  and  the  person 
with  whom  he  was  dealing,  that  the  latter  would  pay  a  certain 
amount  to  the  former,  in  consideration  and  in  satis&ction  of 
his  commission  on  relinquishing  any  further  daim  of  intoesti 


which  he  did;  in  a  Bnit  b;  the  agent  against  the  person  making 
such  agreement,  and  others,  there  was  no  error  relatiTel;  to  each 
person  in  refusing  to  grant  a  non-snit  or  direct  a  verdict  in  favor 
of  the  defendant.  Mitchell  v.  Clifford  (Ga.  Snp.  '10),  67  S.  E. 
197  (Syllabus). 

A  broker  made  negotiations  for  an  exchange  of  propeit7  be- 
tween 0.  and  defendants.  0.  agreed  to  pay  to  the  broker  and  his 
partner  $4,650  commission  when  the  property  was  transferred. 
Defendants  refused  to  execute  the  contract  nnleaa  the  broker 
would  accept  $1,500,  as  bis  share  of  the  commissioo  out  of  the 
$4,650,  to  be  retained  by  defendants,  with  the  consent  of  0.  to 
pay  the  commission.  The  broker  finally  accepted  the  written 
promise  of  defendants  to  pay  him  $1,500  on  the  signing  of  the 
contract  with  0.  Held,  that  in  an  action  by  the  broker  to  re- 
cover $1,600,  a  non-suit  was  made,  on  the  ground  that,  if  the 
agreement  to  pa;  that  sum  is  to  be  construed,  in  connection  with 
the  agreement  of  the  defendants  to  pay  $4,650  to  the  broker  and 
his  partner,  the  plaiuttfE  must  fail,  because  he  has  not  proved  per- 
formance of  the  agreement  to  pay  $4,650,  and  wss  properly  re- 
fused a  non-performance  by  defendants,  and  their  contract  with 
0.  not  releasing  them  from  performing  their  contract  with  plain- 
tifl.    Semhin  v.  Eollarder,  81  A.  960,  83  "S.  J.  Law,  485. 

Seo.   1076b.    Error  In  awardinir  vardiot  to  real  artata  ag«nt. 

Relatively  to  the  person  who  was  to  be  the  actual  purchaser 
and  pay  the  purchase  mioney,  there  was  no  evidence  sufficient 
to  ahow  that  he  knew  or  took  part  in  the  negotiations  with  the 
real  estate  agent  mentioned  in  the  preceding  headnote  or  that 
he  was  bound  by  any  promise  to  pay  commissions  of  the  agent, 
or  an  amount  for  the  letter's  making  no  claim  to  be  interested 
in  the  purchase  and  development  of  the  property.  A  verdict 
against  bim  in  behalf  of  the  real  estate  agent  was  therefore,  not 
warranted  by  the  evidence.  JfticieH  t.  Qifford  (Qa.  Sup.  '10),  67 
S.  E.  197  (Syllabus.) 

See.   1076o.    Corporation  exempted  from  liability  for  oommis- 
slon. 

The  same  is  tme  of  a  corporation  which  was  formed  by  the 
purchaser  and  the  middleman  with  whom  the  real  estate  agent 
dealt,  some  time  after  the  agreement  of  purchase  was  made. 
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Sec.  1078b.    Error  to  exclude  contract  of  sale. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions  for  a  sale  of  defend- 
ant's lands,  where  the  evidence  shows  that  defendant  when  noti- 
fied of  the  sale  acquiesced  in  the  terms  thereof,  it  was  error  to 
exclude  the  contract  authorizing  the  plaintiff  to  make  the  sale, 
on  the  ground  that  the  sale  was  not  according  to  the  contract. 
Czamowski  v.  Holland,  5  Ariz.  119,  78  P.  890. 

Sec.  1078c.    No  such  failure  of  proof  shown  as  to  justifjr  the 
taking  of  the  case  from  the  jury. 

A  complaint  alleged  an  authorization  to  plaintiff  to  offer 
certain  property  for  sale,  and  to  be  paid  ten  per  cent,  on  any 
amounts  above  $60,000  realized;  that  within  the  time  stipnlated 
in  the  contract  plaintiff  procured  an  offer  of  $80,000,  and  ad- 
vised defendant  that  more  might  be  procured;  that  defendant 
sold  the  property  for  more  than  said  offer,  whereby  plaintiff 
became  entitled,  etc.,  under  the  written  contract  admitted  by 
defendant;  the  broker  was  entitled  to  his  commissions  if  a  pur- 
chaser was  procured  willing  to  pay  a  sum  in  excess  of  $60,000. 
It  was  also  admitted  that  plaintiff  notified  defendant  of  the  offer 
of  $80,000,  that  he  intimated  that  more  could  be  secured,  and 
that  a  sale  for  a  larger  amount  was  subsequently  made  by  de- 
fendant to  such  purchaser ;  plaintiff,  in  addition  to  referring  to 
the  written  contract,  testified  that  when  the  arrangement  was 
made  the  services  had  been  rendered,  nothing  more  being  con- 
templated; that  the  offer  was  communicated  to  and  defendant 
advised  what  the  purchasers  were  willing  to  pay ;  that  the  money 
demanded  was  for  information  given.  Held,  not  such  a  failure 
of  proof  of  the  cause  of  action  set  out  in  the  complaint  as  to 
justify  the  taking  of  the  case  from  the  jury.  Oeoghegan  v. 
Chatierton,  99  N.  Y.  S.  702,  113  App.  Div.  835. 

Sec.  1078d.    Evidence  on  questioii  of  abaadonmeiLt  improperlf 
excluded. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  by  real  estate  brokers,  where 
the  defense  was  that  defendants  had  cancelled  plaintiffs'  employ- 
ment  before  the  sale,  testimony  whether  a  proposition  received 


*l 


after  tEe  blleged  sBandomnent  ma  more  or  lees  fovotable  tban 
the  original  one,  was  competent  on  the  question  of  abandonment, 
and  waa  improperly  excluded.  Toung  t.  Hubbard,  154  Mich. 
218,  117  N.  W.  632,  15  D.  L.  N.  725. 


Sec.  1078e.    Error  to  duvffe  that  brolcer  would  not  bs  entitled 
to  recover  unlew  broker  procured  increased  prloe. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  to  recover  his  commiasions,  where 
the  broker  testifies  that  the  defendant,  the  owner,  after  anthorizi- 
ing  him  to  sell  the  property  at  a  certain  price,  in  a  later  inter- 
view fixed  a  greater  net  price,  it  is  error  for  the  court  to  charge 
the  jury  that  according  to  defendant's  coateution  the  plaintiff 
would  not  be  entitled  to  recover  unless  he  had  found  a  purchaser 
willing  to  pay  such  lai^r  net  price.  Sechrist  v.  Atkinton,  31 
App.  D.  C.  1.    See  Sec  24. 

Sec.  1078f.   Admiuion  of  evidenoe  not  Jnitifying  reversaL 

Admission  in  evidence,  in  an  action  to  recover  commission  on 
a  sale  of  real  estate,  of  a  listing  card  made  by  plaintiff  as  to  de- 
fendant's property,  giving  Information  as  to  its  value;  held,  not 
reversible  error.    Kappes  v.  Bacon,  209  HI.  App.  290. 

See.  lOTSg.   Striking  of  evidence  held  eironeotu. 

In  a  broker's  action  for  commission  on  sale  of  farm,  striking 
of  defendant  owner's  testimony  denying  plaintiff  broker's  allega- 
tion that  he  had  an  exclusive  agency  and  contradicting  the  bro- 
ker's testimony  in  support  of  the  plea;  held  erroneous.  Thomas 
V.  Wychoff,  174  N.  W.  26,  —  Iowa  Snp.  — . 

Sea  lOTSh.    Amendment  to  orlj[lnal  complaint  not  error. 

Where  the  original  complaint  in  a  broker's  action  for  commis- 
sion in  negotiating  an  exchange  of  real  estate  waa  on  a  quantum 
meruit,  there  was  no  error  in  permitting  plaintiff  to  amend  his 
complaint  so  as  to  allege  a  concurrent  contract  to  pay.  James  E. 
Carlson.  Inc.  v.  Bailer,  174  N.  W.  824,  —  Minn.  Snp.  — . 
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Sec.  1078L   Umited  ftdmittdon  of  testimony  nphelcL 

Plaintiff's  allegation  of  general  partnership,  being  brought  in- 
dividually to  include  a  special  partnership  of  agreement  between 
plaintiff  and  defendant  to  divide  commissions  from  sale  of  cer- 
tain land,  there  was  no  error  in  admitting  plaintiff's  testimony 
that  agreement  to  divide  commission  extended  only  to  the  sale  of 
that  land.    Treadwell  v.  Key,  216  S.  W.  728,  —  Ark.  Sup.  — . 

See.  1078J.    Not  error  to  refuse  testimony  wfa«re  aflbmative 
defense  not  pleaded. 

In  a  broker's  action  for  commission,  where  defendants  failed 
to  plead  as  a  defense  that  the  condition  subsequently  embraced  in 
the  sale  contract  had  not  been  performed,  it  was  not  error  to  re- 
fuse defendants'  offered  testimony  thereon.  Associated  Inv.  Co* 
V.  Coyias,  185  P.  778,  —  Utah  Sup.  — • 

Seo.  1078k.    Error  not  to  submit  issue  made  by  the  evidence 
as  to  whether  owner  prevented  sale. 

Where  an  instruction  placed  the  burden  on  plaintifEs,  brokerB, 
to  prove  a  contract  for  a  commission,  if  purchasers  bought  the 
land,  regardless  of  whether  plaintiffs  made  the  sale,  it  was  error 
not  to  submit  the  issue  made  by  the  evidence,  as  to  whether  de- 
fendant owner  prevented  plaintiffs  making  such  sale.  Hall  ?. 
Calaway,  226  S.  W.  179,  —  Ark.  Sup.  — . 

See.  1079.    When  Jndielal  oonstractton  will  not  be  plaoed 
solely  on  correspondenoe. 

The  defendant  had  no  right  to  demand  that  correspondence  be 
given  a  judicial  construction  alone,  where  some  of  the  letters  and 
the  defendant's  endorsements  thereon  referred  to  telephonic  con- 
versations between  the  parties  in  relation  to  the  subject-matter  in 
issue.  Beach  v.  Travelers^  Insurance  Oo»,  78  Conn.  118,  46  A. 
867.    See  Sec.  648. 

Sec.  1080.   The  qnestlon  of  what  oonstitiites  a  reasonable  time. 

What  constitutes  a  reasonable  time  is  a  question  for  the  court 
Id.;  Cocquyt  v.  Shower,  189  P.  606,  —  Cob.  Sup.  — •    In  otiier 


jniiBdictionfl  it  is  couudeied  a  question  of  bet,  to  be  determined 
by  the  jury,  on  eiridence  of  the  steps  necesBary  to  be  taken.  Dent 
T.  Poaell,  80  Iowa,  456,  46  N.  W.  772;  ffurgi  t.  Williamg,  31  Kj. 
li.  R.  6S8,  102  S.  W.  1176;  Oliver  v.  Eats,  131  Wis.  409,  111 
N.  W.  509;  Evil  t.  Olson,  114  P.  638,  68  Or.  464.  See  Sec.  611, 
612. 

Seo.   1081.    Oomtmotioii  of  oommlnioii  omtraeL 

Where  &  contract  for  commissions  on  a  sale  of  real  estate 
provided  for  its  payment  as  soon  as  the  purchaser  had  made 
payment  of  the  balance  dne  after  the  payment  made  at  the  time 
the  coDtract  was  executed,  no  commission  was  payable  until 
after  the  land  was  paid  for,  and  in  constming  the  commission 
contract,  the  contract  as  to  the  sale  of  the  land,  so  far  as  it 
related  to  the  purchase  price,  shonld  be  constmed  with  it. 
Sobertson  v.  Yatey,  125  Iowa,  526,  101  N.  W.  271. 

The  sale  by  an  agent  of  an  entire  tract  of  428  acres  is  not  a 
compliance  with  the  contract  with  the  landowner  authorizing  the 
agent  to  sell  "in  tracts  of  one  acre  and  ap."  Montgomery  v. 
Slater.  126  P.  1085,  87  Kan.  848,  judg.  afl.  on  re.,  131  P.  153,  89 
Ean.  442. 

ITnder  agreement  between  defendant  and  broker  commiBsions 
payable  out  of  som  received  by  defendant  from  purchasers;  held, 
to  become  due  and  payable  at  once  upon  cancellation  of  contract 
with  purchasers.  StarhiTd  t.  Davie.  160  P.  244,  27  Colo.  App. 
467. 

Under  a  contract  with  real  estate  brokers  for  the  payment  of 
a  commission  "on  the  day  of  passing  title  or  July  15tb,*'  the  bro- 
kers are  entitled  to  commissions  only  on  the  contingency  of  pass- 
ing title  to  a  purchaser.  Leschsiner  v.  Bauman,  86  A.  205,  83 
N.  J.  Law,  743. 

Sac.    1083.    OonBtntotioD  of  «mpl<^m«nt  to  negotiate  a  laaw. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  for  the  sale  of  a  lease,  in  a 
petition  which  alleged  that  defendant  aathorized  plaintifF  to 
negotiate  a  sale,  the  word  "negotiate"  should  be  construed  to 
mean  conversations  in  arranging  the  terms  of  a  contract.  North- 
rupp  V.  Diggs,  128  Mo.  App.  217, 106  S.  W.  1123. 
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Sao.  1083.  Contract  eonstraed  to  be  tliat  of  agency  and  not 
an  option. 

A  writing  in  express  terms  empowering  and  authorizing  real 
estate  brokers  to  sell  land  for  $1,000,  or  as  much  less  as  the 
owner  might  take,  binding  the  brokers  to  accept  as  remoneration 
any  sum  they  might  obtain  in  excess  of  the  sum  stipulated  that 
the  owner  should  receive,  was  a  contract  of  agency  and  not  an 
option  to  the  brokers  to  purchase  the  land.  Tate  v.  Aitken,  5 
Cal.  App.  505,  90  P.  836.    See  also  Sec.  82. 

Sec  1084.  Exclusive  contract  conrtmed  not  to  entitle  birolDer 
to  commissions  on  owner  making  contract  with  aeoond 
broker. 

HVhere  one  has  charge  of  real  estate  under  an  exclusive  agency 
for  its  sale,  and  as  a  part  of  his  compensation  is  to  receive  a 
X>ercentage  of  the  price  for  which  it  is  sold,  no  matter  to  whom, 
a  contract  by  the  owner  granting  to  a  third  person  the  right 
to  sell  and  retain  all  the  proceeds  over  a  certain  price,  is  not 
a  sale  in  such  a  sense  as  to  entitle  the  original  agent  to  the 
specified  percentage.  Kirsdhner  v.  Broton  (Kan.  Sup.  '08), 
96  P.  848. 

Sec.  1085.  The  word  ^'taxes''  conatmed  not  to  indude  street 
assessments. 

Where  a  contract  with  brokers  for  the  sale  of  land  required 
defendant  to  furnish  a  certificate  of  title  showing  the  property 
clear  of  any  incumbrances,  except  ***  *  *  taxes  assessed  but 
not  due  and  payable,"  defendant  was  not  bound  to  clear  the 
property  from  all  street  assessments,  the  word  "taxes"  being 
ordinarily  used  to  refer  only  to  taxes  assessed  for  state,  county, 
or  city  purposes,  and  not  to  describe  street  assessments  for  public 
improvements.    Alderson  v.  Houstofiy  96  P.  884,  154  CaL  1. 


Sec.  1086.    The  word  ''divide"  construed  to  mean  into  eiiiial 
parts. 

A  complaint  in  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions,  which 
alleged  that  plaintiff  was  employed  to  assist  in  making  a  sale. 
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that  defend&nt  promised  to  pa;  plalntiS  for  hia  serrices  a  half 
of  the  conuniasions  received  on  a  sale  heing  made,  that  a  sale 
was  made  through  the  services  of  plaintiff,  and  that  defendant 
received  a  specified  sum  for  commiasions,  is  supported  by  evi- 
dence that  defendant  agreed  to  "divide"  the  commissions  with 
plaintiff,  the  word  "divide"  in  common  parlance,  meaning 
when  used  by  two  contracting  parties,  severance  or  partition 
into  equal  parts.    Qraves  v.  White,  43  Colo.  131,  95  P.  347 

Sm.  1087.    lutnimant  held  to  be  a  oontoact  at  lale  md  not  In 
ita«lf  aaale. 

Where  S.  &  N.  make  a  contract  about  the  conveyance  of  a 
farm  by  S.  to  N.  who  pays  a  certain  sum  in  cash,  and  agrees  to 
pay  a  fnrther  sum  at  a  future  time,  and  execute  a  mortgage  for 
the  balance  of  the  purchase  price,  at  which  time  S.  ttgreea  to 
make  a  deed  to  the  farm,  giving  possession  of  the  same;  and 
at  the  same  time  it  is  further  agreed  that  if  N.  fails  to  pay  the 
further  sum  of  money  and  to  execute  the  mortgage,  then  the 
money  paid  shall  be  forfeited  to  S;  Held,  that  such  an  instra- 
ment  is  a  contract  of  sale,  and  not  a  sale  itself.  Stewart  v.  Foto- 
Ur,  37  Kan.  677,  15  P.  918. 

Beo.  1088.  Oontraot  constnud  ob  that  of  agency  and  not  tm- 
pIoTineiit  as  mere  middlemen. 
A  contract  placing  property  in  the  bands  of  real  estate  agents 
for  sale  or  exchange,  the  owner  reserving  an  option  as  to  whether 
it  should  be  sold  or  exchanged,  expressly  agreeing  to  give  the 
agents  all  the  assistance  in  bis  power  in  the  transaction,  confers 
upon  the  agents  authority  to  n^otiate,  and  does  not  constitute 
them  mere  middlemen  to  bring  the  parties  ti^ether,  ScrSiner 
V.  CoUar,  40  Mich.  275. 

Sec.  1089.  Broker's  contract  construed  as  absolute  promise  to 
pay  price  of  land  if  not  sold  within  a  year. 
After  agreeing  to  sell  land  belonging  to  plaintiff  for  $12,000 
within  one  year,  defendant  agreed  to  account  for  the  proceeds 
of  lale  of  said  premises,  whenever  prior  to  the  expiration  of 
said  twelve  months,  he  should  effect  a  sale  of  said  premises. 


Held,  that  this  vas  not  an  agreement  to  pay  only  on  condition 
that  a  sale  was  made,  bnt  waa  an  absolnte  promise  to  pay  within 
a  year,  and  to  pay  before  the  end  of  a  year  if  a  sale  should  be 
sooner  affected.    Dunn  v.  Mackey,  80  Cal,  104. 

Sec.  1090.  ^mark  of  principal  held  not  to  dwtroy  laiiker^ 
al)ilil7  to  sell  at  price  stipnlated. 
Plaintiff's  assignor  was  aathorized  to  sell  defendants'  mami- 
factory  for  $125,000.  He  found  parties  willing  to  take  a  lease 
of  it  for  six  months,  wiUi  privilege  to  purchase  it  for  the  price 
stated.  Defendants  stated  to  one  M.  about  the  same  time  that 
they  would  be  glad  if  a  purchaser  could  be  found  at  $100,000, 
but  it  did  not  appear  that  this  remark  ever  reached  the  proposed 
lessees,  or  any  intending  purchaser.  There  was  no  evidence  that 
the  property  had  a  market  value  of  $125,000,  except  the  above 
proposal  of  lease.  Held,  that  defendants'  statement  did  not  de- 
stroy the  market  at  $125,000,  so  as  to  envitle  plaintiff's  asdKnor 
t3  the  commissions  he  would  have  made  in  case  of  sale.  Barl^ 
V.  Olcott,  5  N.  T.  S.  525. 

Sec.  1001.  Broker  under  a  general  employment  held  not  en- 
titled to  extra  oompensation  for  drawing  lease. 
In  an  action  for  a  broker's  comission  for  drawing  leasee  of 
his  principals*  property,  it  was  shown  that  he  had  a  power  of 
attorney  to  collect  rents  and  execute  leases  to  their  property  ifX 
a  compensation  of  five  per  cent.,  and  he  admitted  that  be  had 
chaise  of  the  property  concerned  in  the  action  on  the  same 
terms.  It  was  shown  that  he  collected  the  rents  and  retained 
a  commission  of  five  per  cent  Held,  that  a  verdict  for  defend- 
ants waa  properly  directed.    Fish  v,  Hodsdon,  16  N.  T.  S.  92. 

Sec.  1092.    Contract  held  not  invalid  beoense  of  lack  of  eon- 

sideratitm,  absence  of  mntoality  or  want  of  definite  tem 

of  existence. 

A  contract  between  a  land  company  and  real  estate  agenbr 

whereby  the  latter  agreed  to  sell  the  town  lots  of  the  oompai? 

at  a  certain  town,  for  such  prices  as  might  be  deemed  just,  aid 

the  company  agreed  to  pay  the  agents  ten  per  cent,  on  all  sdes, 

and  to  set  apart  certain  lots  for  advertising  purposes,  etc,  was 


not  inralid  foi  lack  of  consideration,  absence  of  matuality,  or 
want  of  definite  term  of  existence.  Albany  Land  Co.  v.  Bidtel, 
162  Ind.  222,  70  N.  E.  158;  Boyd  v.  Watson,  101  Iowa,  214,  70 
N.  W.  120;  Norman  v.  Hopper,  38  "Wash.  415,  80  P.  551. 

Beo.  1093.  Statute  mtrioting  broker'i  fee  for  seonring  loan 
applicable,  when  mlt  bnmght  to  enforce  after  change 
imde. 

1  Eev,  St.,  p.  709,  restricting  brokers'  fees  for  negotiatii^ 
loans  to  one-half  of  one  per  cent,  on  the  amount  loaned,  applies 
to  a  contract  for  a  loan  procured  while  such  statute  was  in  force, 
although  not  sought  to  be  enforced  until  after  the  statute  was 
changed.   Anderson  v.  Dwyer,  63  N.  Y.  S.  201,  30  Misc.  793. 

Sec  1094.  Broker  entitled  to  ten  per  cent,  on  exoeas  above 
f«0,000. 

A  contract  stipulated  that  the  broker  was  "authorized  to 
offer"  certain  property  for  sale,  and  in  lien  of  the  usnal  broker- 
age "you  are  offered  ten  per  cent,  on  the  excess  above  $60,000." 
Held,  that  if  the  broker  procured  a  purchaser  willing  to  pay  a 
Bum  in  excess  of  $60,000,  he  was  entitled  to  ten  per  cent,  on 
the  amount  accepted  by  the  owners  in  excess  of  $60,000.  Oeoghe- 
gan  v.  Ckatterton,  99  N.  T.  S.  702,  113  App.  Div,  835. 

See.  109&.  Broker  held  entitled  to  remaining  commiaaiona 
from  proceeds  ol  sale  of  corp<»rate  stock. 
In  an  action  by  a  broker  to  recover  commissions  on  a  sale 
of  realty,  the  evidence  showed  that  defendant  agreed  to  pay 
$20,000  commissions  on  the  sale  of  certain  coal  lands,  and  that 
plaintiff  secured  a  purchaser,  and  that  the  land  was  sold  and 
the  consideration  received  in  corporate  stock.  Defendant  agreed 
that  on  the  sale  of  the  stock  he  would  pay  one-fourth  of  the 
proceeds  of  every  sale  made  by  him  until  the  $20,000  was  paid ; 
after  several  sales  defendant  sold  for  a  reduced  sum  the  balance 
of  the  stock  which  he  had  received,  having  paid  plaintiff  his  pro- 
portion of  previous  sales.  Held,  that  plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
recover  out  of  the  sum  paid  for  the  balance  whatever  was  due 
him  of  the  $20,000.    Ryan  v.  Starr,  214  Pa.  St  318,  63  A.  704. 
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8ec.  1006.    Broker  ref lurixig  to  carry  out  contract  of  gabittta- 
tion  denied  recovery  of  commisaoiifl. 

Where  a  real  estate  broker  agreed  with  a  prospective  tenant, 
and  executed  a  receipt  in  full  for  his  commissionSy  in  order  to 
enable  the  tenant  to  procure  a  lease,  and  to  accept  from  the 
tenant  stock  and  bonds  of  a  corporation  which  the  tenant  was 
to  organize  as  payment  for  his  commissions,  but  refused  to  cany 
out  such  agreement,  he  could  not,  irrespective  of  the  questioa 
of  novation,  recover  his  commissions  from  the  principaL  Davi$ 
V.  True,  85  N.  Y.  S.  843,  89  App.  Div.  319. 

Sec.  1007.    Objection  to  question  held  properly  sustained. 

In  an  action  by  a  loan  broker  against  a  client  who  had  refused 
to  take  the  loan  after  a  lender  had  been  secured,  the  defendant 
testified  that  he  told  the  lender's  attorney  that  he  would  not 
complete  the  loan  until  he  had  arranged  to  pay  an  existing  mort- 
gage before  maturity,  and  a  day  or  so  later  he  told  him  that  he 
had  notified  the  mortgagee  that  the  n^otiations  pending  for  the 
paying  off  of  his  loan  had  terminated.  He  was  then  asked,  ''What 
caused  the  making  of  that  statement  t  What  transpired  between 
you  and  plaintiff  that  led  you  to  make  that  statement  to  the 
mortgagee,  that  the  transaction  had  terminated  t"  Defendant 
had  testified  fully  as  to  his  conversation  with  plaintiff.  Held, 
that  the  objection  to  the  question  was  properly  sustained.  Payne 
V.  WiUiams,  178  N.  Y.  589,  70  N.  E.  1104. 

Sec.  1008.    Evidence  held  not  to  show  that  broker  so  acted 
in  the  interest  of  tenant  as  to  defeat  right  to  conimi8sion& 

Defendant  entrusted  to  plaintiffs  the  leasing  of  certain  prop- 
erty, offering  to  erect  a  building  thereon  for  the  tenant  under  a 
long  lease.  Other  parties  had  come  to  plaintiffs  to  find  them 
a  building  suitable  for  their  purpose.  Plaintiffs  brought  these 
parties  and  defendant  together ,-  the  matter  was  discussed  and  an 
arrangement  for  a  twenty  years'  lease  effected,  the  contract  be- 
ing drawn  by  plaintiffs ;  difficulties  occurred  in  the  arrangements, 
owing  to  the  necessity  of  a  fireproof  building,  and  an  increased 
rental  to  which  the  proposed  tenants  objected ;  but  this  difficulty 
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was  bridged  over  by  the  plamtiflFs'  efforts,  who  were  in  tele- 
graphic commimication  with  defendant.  Held,  fhat  the  evidence 
did  not  show  that  plaintiffs  were  acting  to  such  an  extent  in 
the  interest  of  the  tenants,  as  well  as  in  the  interest  of  the  de- 
defendant,  as  to  preclude  the  recovery  of  commissions.  Butledge 
V.  Neely,  99  Mo.  App.  384,  73  S.  W.  359. 


Sec.  1099.    Special  flnding  of  jury  that  plaintiff  was  prooxiriiig 
cause  of  sale  construed  not  to  entitle  to  commissions. 

In  an  action  for  a  broker's  commissions,  the  jury  specially 
found  that  plaintiff  was  the  procuring  cause  of  the  sale  by  the 
owner  to  the  purchaser ;  but  also  found  that  plaintiff,  before  the 
sale,  had  released  defendant  from  the  obligation  to  pay  any 
commissions  in  case  he  sold  the  farm  himself,  and  that  defend- 
ant relied  on  such  releases  in  selling  the  farm.  Held,  that  a 
finding  that  plaintiff  was  the  procuring  cause  of  the  sale  only 
meant  that  plaintiff  drew  the  purchaser's  attention  to  the  farm, 
and  did  not  constitute  a  finding  that  the  sale  was  in  fact  made 
by  plaintiff  and  not  by  the  owner,  so  as  to  entitle  plaintiff  to 
commissions,  notwithstanding  the  release.  Wisconsin  Farm  Land 
Co.  V.  Bullard,  119  Wis.  320,  96  N.  W.  833 

Sec.  1100.  Contract  held  not  in  violation  of  XT.  8.  land  laws. 
A  contract  whereby  a  party  holding  a  homestead  entry  of  gov- 
ernment land,  on  which  are  certain  improvements,  agrees  with 
another  party  to  pay  him  a  certain  per  cent,  commission  if  he 
will  find  a  purchaser  for  such  land,  and  such  party  does  find 
such  purchaser,  who  pays  a  certain  stipulated  sum  to  the  home- 
stead entryman,  who  releases  his  homestead  entry,  and  the  other 
party  files  thereon,  is  not  void  as  in  violation  of  the  land  laws 
of  the  United  States.   Hoyle  v.  Johnson,  18  OUa.  330,  89  P.  1119. 

Sec.  1101.    Extension  of  time  should  be  pleaded  in  order  to 

justify  evidence  thereof. 

Where  time  was  of  the  essence  of  a  broker's  contract  for 

the  sale  of  land,  an  extension  of  time  should  be  pleaded  in 

order  to  justify  evidence  thereof  and  its  submission  to  the  jury. 
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Leuschner  v.  Patrich   (Tex.  Civ.  App.  *07),  103   S.  W.  664; 
Whiteloci  ▼.  Beach,  160  S.  W.  816,  174  Mo.  App.  428. 

8eo.  1102.    Contract  oonftniad  to  authoriie  gale  at  $1,700 
grois. 

Where  agents  wrote  the  owner  of  a  lot  submitting  offer  of 
$l,500y  less  commissions,  and  the  owner  replied  that  he  thought 
$1,700  a  fair  price,  and  that  it  would  be  acceptable  to  him,  the 
agents  were  authorized  to  sell  for  $1,700  gross.  Campbell  v. 
Lombardo,  44  S.  362,  153  Ala.  489. 

Bee.  1103.    Ckmtraet  limited  to  one-half  the  net  profits  on  lols 
sold. 

Under  a  contract  of  appointment  as  exclusive  agent  for  nx 
months  to  sell  and  manage  lots,  agents  to  receive  one-half  the 
net  profits,  the  agents  are  limited  to  one-half  the  net  profits  on 
sales  made  during  the  six  months,  and  are  not  entitled  to  receive 
one-half  the  net  profits  on  sales  thereafter  made.  Title  Ins.  dt 
Trust  Co.  V.  Gnder,  152  Cal.  746,  94  P.  601. 

Sec.  1104.    Oonstmetion  of  contract  vdiere  broker  was  to  ra- 
oeive  one-half  the  net  profits. 

Under  a  contract  whereby  the  parties  agreed  to  put  in  cement 
sidewalks,  build  stone  pillars,  and  write  all  advertiseemnts,  in 
consideration  of  their  appointmemt  as  exclusive  agents  to  seQ 
lands,  **all  of  the  above  to  be  paid  for  by**  such  parties,  they 
to  receive  one-half  the  net  profits,  the  expense  of  putting  in 
cement  walks,  etc.,  must  be  paid  by  such  parties,  and  they  are 
not  entitled  to  have  the  same  paid  out  of  the  proceeds  of  sales. 
Id. 

Sec.  1104a.   What  not  an  interference  with  right  to  one-third 
profits  on  resale  of  land. 

In  action  involving  defendant's  right  to  commission  on  resale 
of  land  purchased  by  plaintiff,  that  the  defendant  notified  purchaser 
before  consummation  of  sale  of  such  right;  held,  not  interference 
which  would  bar  defendant's  right  to  one-third  of  profits  pursuant 


\ 
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to  agreement  witH  plaintiff.    'Alexander  v.  CrUcher,  94  S.  E.  335. 
—  Va.  Snp.  — . 

Sea  1105.    OonstmetiQn  against  right  of  claimantg  to  oosu 


In  a  controversy  between  rival  claimants  for  commissions  upon 
a  sale  of  real  estate,  where  there  is  no  dispute  that  a  certain 
person  holds  the  title  and  paid  the  purchase  price,  and  nothing 
to  show  that  the  purchase  by  such  person  was  a  mere  pretense 
to  cover  a  sale  to  the  brokers  who  ostensibly  produced  him,  the 
presumption  must  be  that  he  was  a  bona  fide  purchaser,  and  that 
the  only  parties  entitled  to  commissions  are  those  who  produced 
him,  and  the  mere  fact  that  such  parties  may  have  accepted 
commissions  from  him  does  not  increase  the  rights  of  claimants 
who  did  not  produce  him.  Shapiro  v.  Shapiro,  110  N.  Y.  S. 
11,  125  App.  Div.  608. 

Sec.  1106.    Agreement  construed  not  to  be  harsh  or  unrea- 
sonable. 

An  agreement  to  pay  plaintiff,  a  real  estate  broker,  $500  in 
case  a  sale  was  made  to  one  of  his  customers,  in  consideration 
of  plaintiff's  bringing  such  customer  to  inspect  defendant's 
farm,  without  plaintiff  being  required  to  solicit  or  endeavor  to 
induce  the  customer  to  buy,  it  being  plaintiff's  intention  to  show 
the  customers  other  farms  in  the  neighborhood  listed  with  him 
for  sale,  was  not  harsh  or  unreasonable.  Lee  v.  Conrad  (Iowa 
Sup.  '08),  117  N.  W.  1096. 

Sec.  1107.  Contract  construed  to  be  an  agreement  of  agency. 
Plaintiff,  the  owner  of  land,  entered  into  a  contract  with  de- 
fendant and  his  partner,  by  the  terms  of  which  the  defendant 
and  his  partner  were  to  sink  a  well  on  the  land,  install  a  pumping 
plant,  and  develop  water  upon  the  premises,  they  to  pay  all 
the  expenses  and  were  to  subdivide  and  sell  the  premises,  in 
consideration  of  which  they  were  to  have  the  exclusive  handling 
and  sale  thereof,  and  the  net  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  land 
and  crops  raised  thereon,  after  first  paying  plaintiff  the  first 
cost  of  the  land,  were  to  be  divided  equally  between  plaintiff 
and  defendant's  firm.    Defendant's  firm  was  given  the  option 
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to  make  such  terms  of  sale  as  they  might  deem  proper,  snbject 
to  certain  restrictions,  and  the  contract  provided  that  if  the 
property  should  not  be  subdivided  and  sold  by  defendant's  firm 
at  a  sooner  date,  the  contract  should  remain  in  force  for  two 
years,  and  for  such  further  time  as  might  be  agreed  upon  at 
the  end  of  that  period.  Heldf  that  the  contract  was  nothing 
more  than  an  agreement  of  agency  whereby  defendant's  firm, 
in  consideration  of  money  and  services  to  be  given  by  them, 
were  given  the  exclusive  right  to  sell  the  land  for  a  compensation 
to  be  measured  by  the  price  realized.  They  had  no  interest,  legal 
or  equitable,  in  the  land;  at  least,  after  the  expiration  of  the 
time  limited  by  the  parties.  Hicks  v.  Post  (154  CaL  22),  96 
P.  878. 

A  contract  fo  pay  ti  commission  for  a  broker's  effecting  a  con- 
tract was  based  upon  sufficient  consideration  where  the  broker 
agreed  to  act  as  agent  in  ^^negotiating  an  exchange**  of  property 
and  securing  a  binding  agreement  of  a  third  person  to  make  an 
exchange.    Lundeen  v.  Ottis,  128  P.  835,  164  Cal.  183. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  a  conmiission,  held  not  to  show 
that  plaintiff's  only  authority  was  to  secure  a  purchaser  at  a 
stated  amount,  but  that  the  agency  was  a  general  one,  and  plain- 
tiff was  entitled  to  his  conunission,  irrespective  of  the  price  acta- 
ally  obtained  and  accepted  by  defendant.  PrinUe  ▼•  'AUm,  189 
N.  W.  696, 164  Mich.  663. 

Sec.  1108.    Contract  not  being  to  tell  on  credit  enforoeable 
against  principal. 

A  contract  of  real  estate  brokers  on  their  principal's  part  to 
sell  property  for  $35,500,  payable  $10,000  in  cash,  and  balance 
to  be  arranged  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  owners,  is  enforceable 
against  the  principal,  not  being  an  agreement  to  sell  on  credit, 
which  the  brokers  were  not  authorized  to  make.  Kemper  v.  Oans 
(87  Ark.  221) ,  111  S.  W.  1123 ;  rehearing  denied,  112  S.  W.  1087. 

Sec.  1109.    Contract  of  agent  to  sell  land  not  objeotiaiiable, 
though  not  signed  by  both  parties. 
A  contract  for  the  sale  of  lands,  made  by  the  owner  to  a 
real  estate  agent,  must  be  construed  as  like  contracts  between 


other  parties,  and  that  it  provides  for  deducting  from  the  agreed 
purchase  price  a  sum  designated  as  "commission"  to  be  allowed 
by  the  vendor,  does  not  render  it  objectionable  under  the  statute 
making  void  all  contracts  between  the  owner  of  land  and  the 
agent  employed  to  sell  the  same,  not  reduced  to  writing  and 
subscribed  by  both  parties.  Waters  v.  Phelps  (81  Neb.  674), 
116  N.  W.  783. 

Sec.  1110.  Bale  of  land  by  owner  entitled  broken  to  compen- 
sation, no  previons  notice  of  revocation  having  been  given. 
Defendant,  after  authorizing  plaintiff  and  other  brokers  to 
sell  land,  made  a  contract  with  a  purchaser  to  convey,  in  which, 
it  was  specified,  with  plaintiff's  consent,  that  the  contract  should 
be  void  by  the  other  brokers  claiming  commissions,  which  they 
did.  The  contract  as  written  was  marked  "void,"  but  at  the 
same  time  defendant  and  the  purchaser  executed  another  writing 
identical  in  terms  with  the  first  agreement,  except  that  the 
provision  that  it  should  be  void  on  the  other  brokers  claiming 
commissions  was  omitted,  the  deposit  made  by  the  purchaser 
on  execution  of  the  first  contract  beii^  retained.  Held,  That, 
though  defendant  could  have  annulled  the  contract  when  the 
other  brokers  claimed  commissions,  and  thus  have  escaped  lia- 
bility, he  did  not  do  so,  and  that  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  his 
commissions,  the  mere  transcribing  of  the  agreement  not  amount- 
ing to  a  new  contract.  Field  v.  Walford,  131  Mo.  App.  391,  111 
S.  W.  523. 

Sec.  1111.  Contract  for  the  benefit  of  a  third  person  may,  un- 
der a  statute  providing  therefor,  be  enforced  by  him. 
"Where  an  owner  contracted  to  convey  to  any  purchaser  se- 
cured by  a  broker  employed  to  procure  a  purchaser,  the  contract 
was  for  the  benefit  of  a  purchaser  procured  by  the  broker  within 
the  provisions  of  the  statute  providing  therefor,  that  a  contract 
made  for  the  benefit  of  a  third  person  may  be  enforced  by  him. 
Bacon  v.  Davis  (Cal.  App.  '08),  98  P.  71. 


Seo.  1112.  Conrtrnstloii  of  the  wcord  "Mdd"  u  used  in  the 
contract 
In  the  absence  of  a  contrary  showing,  land  is  sold  within  a 
parol  contract  authorizing  a  broker  to  sell  land  for  another,  in 
consideration  of  a  stipulated  conuniaaion,  when  the  broker  pro- 
duces a  purchaser  willing  and  able  to  comply  with  the  tenna  of 
the  sale  and  an  agreement  is  entered  into  between  the  purchaser 
and  the  vendor  which  terminates  in  an  actual  transfer  of  the 
title,  or  when  the  agent  has  performed  the  services  required  of 
him  and  the  vendor  and  purchaser  enter  into  an  enforceable 
contract;  the  word  "sold"  not  necessarily  meaning  that  a  con- 
veyance must  be  made,  or  that  the  title  mnst  pass.  Sandeno* 
T.  WeUtford  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '09),116  S.  W.  382. 

Sec.  ms.  DiBtiuction  between  the  rnlM  of  law  appHnUa 
to  a  oonninuiiated  uid  an  ancouBnniin&ted  oonbvct  at  nls. 

>»nere  the  agreement  for  the  sale  or  exchange  of  real  property 
has  been  consunmiated  by  an  actual  execution  of  a  written  con- 
tract therefor,  in  the  absence  of  a  stipulation  to  the  contrary, 
the  broker's  commissions  are  earned  when  the  contract  is  ragned 
by  the  client,  and  a  defect  in  the  title  becomes  unimportant  and 
constitutes  no  defense  to  the  payment  of  commissions ;  but  where 
it  is  sought  to  recover  commissions  for  services  rendered  in 
attempting  to  effect  a  proposed  exchange  of  real  property, 
which  was  not  carried  out,  no  written  contract  having  bem 
fflgned  between  the  parties  to  the  exchange,  it  must  be  shown 
that  the  customer  produced  was  the  owner  of  the  property  offered 
for  exchange,  as  well  as  that  after  the  terms  of  the  exchange 
had  been  agreed  upon  the  client  refused  to  carry  them  onL 
Mutcknick  v.  Davis,  114  N.  T.  S.  997. 

Defendant  havii^  denied  that  he  ever  agreed  to  exchange  the 
property,  the  rule  that  objections  to  title  and  to  completing  a 
contract  for  the  sale  or  exchange  of  real  property  not  specified 
during  the  negotiations  are  deemed  to  have  been  waived  does 
not  apply.    Id. 


Seo.  1114.    Cknurtrnctton  of  eontnct  between  broken  for  oom> 

TPllfftftTtti 
PlaintiffB  agreed  with  defendant  to  assist  him  in  procuring 
for  Bale  on  commission  lands  in  H.  Cotmty,  and  in  making  sales 
for  defendant  plaintiffs  were  to  receive  one  dollar  an  acre  on 
the  land  previonsly  listed  by  defendant,  and  one-half  of  the  com- 
missions OD  the  sale  of  any  lands  subsequently  listed  by  either  of 
the  parties.  Held,  that,  if  either  of  the  plaintiffs  rendered 
any  assistance  in  listing  land  that  was  subsequently  sold  by 
either  plaintiffs  or  defendant,  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  com- 
pensation at  the  rate  of  one  dollar  per  acre,  if  the  land  sold  had 
been  previously  listed  by  defendant ;  otherwise,  to  one-half  the 
conunissionB  received  on  the  sale.  Judgment  19  S.  D.  525,  104 
N.  W.  347  reversed  on  error.  Dickinson  v.  Hahn  (S.  D.  Sup.  '09) 
U9  N.  W.  1034. 

Bob.  1115.    Orngtmotion  <tf  broker's  oontraot  tat  oaauaiM^aaB. 

Defendants,  who  had  platted  a  subdivision,  contracted  with 
plaintiff  for  the  sale  of  the  lots,  giving  him  the  exclusive  right 
of  sale  for  six  months.  Plaintiff  was  to  exercise  reasonable  dili- 
gence to  sell  the  property  within  the  time  specified.  Defendants 
vrere  to  receive  the  proceeds  until  they  amounted  to  $2,300,  after 
which  the  proceeds  were  to  be  divided  with  plaintiff  as  compen- 
sation for  his  services;  and  if  there  should  be  any  unsold  lots, 
after  defendants  had  received  $2,300,  an  undivided  quarter  in- 
terest was  to  be  conveyed  to  plaintiff.  Seld,  that  the  provision 
requiring  the  defendants  to  convey  a  part  of  the  unsold  lots, 
being  only  a  part  of  the  consideration,  was  independent  of  the 
provision  requiring  the  plaintiff  to  exercise  reasonable  diligence 
to  sell  all  the  lots,  and  upon  selling  $2,300  worth  of  lots,  he  was 
entitled  to  the  share  of  the  proceeds  of  subsequeDt  sales  within 
the  contract  period,  and  also  to  a  conveyance  of  a  one-fourth 
interest  in  the  unsold  Iota.  Mitchell  v.  Rvshing  (Tez.  Civ.  App. 
'09),  118  S.  W.  582. 

See.  1116.    Contract  held  to  be  divisible  and  not  entire. 

A  contract  with  a  broker,  after  providing  the  amount  of  the 
conunisaions  to  be  paid  on  sales  as  made,  recited  that  the  com- 
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missions  were  ^to  become  due  on  one-quarter  payment  of  the 
selling  price  of  any  piece  of  land  sold."  Held,  That  the  con- 
tract was  apportionable,  and  not  entire,  contemplating  that  when- 
ever a  payment  was  made  amounting  to  85  per  cent,  or  moie  of 
the  selling  price  of  a  tract  of  land  sold,  the  commission  on  the 
sale  became  due  and  payable.  Tilton  v.  James  L.  Gates  Land  Co. 
(Wis.  Sup.  *09),  121  N.  W.  331. 

See.  1116a.    Oontract  held  indiviaible. 

The  defendant  purchased  a  tract  of  land  consisting  of  1,167 
acres,  and  agreed  with  plaintiffs,  in  consideration  of  their  ser- 
vices in  procuring  the  purchase,  and  upon  other  considerations, 
that  plaintiffs  should  be  entitled  to  one-fourth  of  the  profits  aris- 
ing from  a  resale  of  the  lands.  831  acres  were  sold,  when  plain- 
tiffs brougHf  an  action  to  recover  their  share  of  the  profits.  Held, 
that  the  contract  is  entire  and  indivisible,  and  that  plaintiffs  can 
not  maintain  an  action  until  all  the  land  has  Been  sold,  and  until 
it  can  be  ascertained  what,  if  any,  profits  there  are  upon  the 
transaction.  Crawford  v.  Tks  "Surety  Ififo.  Co.,  189  P.  681,  91 
EiUL  748. 

Sec  1117.  Oonstmclion  defining  the  word  "list''  in  oontradi 
with  broken  for  the  sale  of  real  estate. 
A  contract  by  a  real  estate  broker  to  '*list"  real  estate,  is  not 
satisfied  by  merely  taking  a  description  of  the  real  estate  by 
the  broker,  but  the  most  restricted  construction  of  the  word 
'*list"  would  at  least  require  that  some  mention  of  the  real  estate 
should  appear  in  some  of  the  broker's  pamphlets  advertising  the 
property  for  sale,  and,  in  the  absence  of  such  listing,  the  broker 
could  not  recover  conmiissions  provided  in  case  of  withdrawal 
of  the  land  by  the  owner.  F.  A.  Straut  Co.  v,  Oay  (Me.  Sup. 
'09),  72  A.  881. 

Sec.  1118.  Oonstmction  of  contract  to  pay  commissioiis  to 
broker. 
In  an  action  for  commissions  on  a  contract  by  which  plaintiff 
was  employed  to  sell  lots  at  private  sale  or  public  auction,  **  col- 
lect all  first  moneys,"  and  do  certain  other  things,  the  question 
was  whether  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  conmiissions  on  defaulting 


ormtrarfR  of  sale,  and  VRe  cane  vna  enbrnitted  on  ao  agreed  ofafe- 
ment  reciting  the  amoant  of  commisflions  accruing  "on  defanlted 
contracts  of  sale  with  purchaser  at  the  auction  sale  *  '  * 
and  no  part  of  which  has  been  or  will  be  received,"  and  that  plain- 
tiff claims  ri(fht  to  the  commissions,  "regardless  of  subsequent 
defanlts  of  contracting  parties."  Held,  that  there  was  nothing 
to  show  that  as  to  sales  in  which  default  was  made,  there  was 
any  "first  money"  to  be  paid,  in  the  absence  of  provision  for 
which  the  auction  sale  was,  under  the  Civil  Code,  Sees,  1793, 
1798,  complete  when  the  auctioneer  announced  the  lots  were 
sold,  and  entered  minutes  of  the  sale  in  his  sale-book,  and 
nothing  to  show  that  if  there  was  provision  for  "first  money," 
it  was  not  collected  by  plaintiff,  the  recited  failure  of  receipts 
being  capable  of  being  referred  solely  to  subsequent  default 
payments,  and  that  no  presumption  as  to  the  existence  of  SQch 
a  provision,  or  as  to  the  failure  of  plaintiff  to  collect  "first 
money,"  if  there  was  a  provision  therefor,  could  be  made,  so 
as  to  defeat  plaintiff's  right  of  recovery  in  the  absence  thereof; 
the  contract  not  making  it  a  guarantor  of  payments  of  the 
purchase  price  on  sales  made  by  it  itenedtcf  t.  Wilson  (CaL 
App.  '09),  103  P.  350.  Compare  468. 

Sec  1119.    ConstziictlMi  of  eontnot, 

F.  &  J.  were  agents  for  H.  for  the  aale  of  real  estate.  H. 
had  sold  certain  lands  to  G.  F.  acting  as  agent  for  Q.  sold  his 
lots  to  plaintiff,  who  paid  down  $200.  The  contract  provided 
that  it  was  made  subject  to  the  owner's  acceptance.  An  in- 
cumbrance upon  the  title  was  discovered,  and  a  demand  for  its 
removal  was  refused.  The  contract  was  then  presented  to  G. 
for  approval,  and  upon  his  refusal  to  approve,  a  demand  was 
made  for  the  return  of  the  down  payment,  which  was  also 
refused.  Plaintiff  alleged  that  H.  was  the  owner  of  the  lot, 
and  that  F.  in  making  the  sale  and  receiving  the  money  acted 
for  H.  Held,  That  the  fact  that  P.  was  the  agent  of  H.  for 
the  sale  of  the  lots,  is  not  evidence  that  he  was  acting  other  than 
as  agent  for  G.  in  negotiating  the  sale  to  plaintiff,  since  F.  had 
no  connection  with  J.,  each  maintaining  separate  relations  with 
E. ;  that  the  payment  to  F.  was  not  a  payment  to  either  H.  or 


J.,  aeither  of  whom  had  an;  connection  with  the  Bale  to  plaintiS, 
and  there  can  be  no  recovery  except  from  F.  or  bis  principal  G. 
Jones  V.  Jones  (Waah.  Sup.  '09),  104  P.  786 

Sec.  1120.    Constmctioik  of  contnwtt. 

A  contract  between  a  land  owner  and  a  real  estate  agent  gave 
the  agent  the  ezclnsive  sale  of  the  land  for  ten  years  at  endt 
prices  as  he  might  deem  best,  provided  that  no  tract  ahoold  be 
sold  at  less  than  the  value  named  in  the  schedule  attached.  Oat 
of  the  proceeds  of  the  sales  a  stipulated  amount  was  to  be  paid 
to  the  owner,  and  the  balance  equally  divided  between  the 
parties  to  the  contract.  Held,  that  the  agent  had  the  sole  right 
to  fix  the  selling  price,  provided  it  was  not  less  than  the  schedule 
value,  and  that  the  owner  could  not  arbitrarily  refuse  to  approve 
a  sale  for  the  reason  that  the  price  was  not  satisfactory  to  him. 
Toung  v.  Metcalf  Land  Co.  (N.  D.  Sup.  '09),  122  N.  W.  1101. 

Seo.  1121.    CoDstntctioii  i^  contract. 

A  contract  for  the  exchange  of  property  made  by  plaintiff 
and  a  purchaser  whom  defendants  had  procured,  provided  that 
to  bind  the  contract  the  purchaser  had  deposited  with  defend- 
ants a  deed  executed  to  plaintiffs,  and  that  plaintiffs  had  paid 
to  defendants  $500 ;  if  the  purchaser  failed  to  perfect  his  title 
to  the  tract  conveyed  by  the  deed  it  should  pass  in  accordanee 
therewith  in  settlement  of  commissions  and  liquidated  damagts. 
When  defendants  learned  that  the  purchaser  refused  to  per- 
form they  asked  plaintiffs  if  they  should  send  such  deed  for 
record  where  the  Iftnd  was  pituflted;  but  plaintiffs  replied  that 
they  would  think  about  it,  and  aftor  defendants  had  held  the  deed 
two  days  without  receiving  instructions,  they  sent  it  to  plaintifb, 
who  did  not  have  it  recorded  for  three  months.  The  purchaser, 
in  the  meantime,  had  sold  the  tract  to  one  who  recorded  his 
deed  prior  to  the  recording  of  plaintiffs'  deed.  Held,  That 
plaintiffs'  failure  to  have  the  deed  recorded  in  time  was  throng 
their  own  fault,  and  would  not  prevent  defendants  from  recov- 
ering their  commissions  from  plaintiffs  for  procuring  a  pur- 
chaser. Lewis  V.  Mansfield  0.  <£  F.  Co.  (Tex.  C.  A.  '09),  121 
S.  W.  585. 


Sao.  1123.    Oonatntotion  of  contract. 

Defendants  agreed  to  procure  a  purchaser  for  plaintiffs'  prop- 
erty, and  procured  one  with  whom  plaintiff  executed  a  written 
contract,  which  provided  that  to  bind  the  contract  the  purchaser 
had  depoeited  with  defendants  a  warranty  deed  to  a  certain  tract, 
part  of  the  property  to  he  exchanged,  and  that  plaintiffs  had 
paid  to  them  $500,  and,  if  the  title  should  prove  defective  upon 
examination,  the  sunt  deposited  and  the  deed  should  he  retamed 
to  the  respective  parties,  but  if  the  title  proved  good  and  the 
purchaser  failed  to  perform,  his  title  to  the  tract  mentioned 
should  paas  to  the  plaintiffs  according  to  the  deed  deposited  with 
defendants,  in  settlement  of  commissions  and  liquidated  dam- 
ages, and  if  plaintiffs  failed  to  perform,  the  $500  should  be 
forfeited  in  payment  of  eommissiona  and  liquidated  damages, 
and  if  both  parties  failed  to  perform,  the  purchaser  anthorized 
plaintiffs  to  convey  to  defendants  the  tract  above  mentioned  to 
secure  to  them  the  payment  of  the  $500  as  commissions,  and  that 
such  sum  should  be  forfeited  to  defendants  as  commissions  and 
liquidated  damages.  Held,  that,  even  if  defendants  were  bound 
by  the  contract  between  plaintiffs  and  the  purchaser,  it  did  not 
make  their  commissions  depend  upon  the  consummation  of  the 
exchange,  but  upon  the  approval  of  the  titles  of  the  properties ; 
nor  did  it  require  defendants  to  look  to  the  purchaser  for  their 
commjssions  if  he  breached  his  contract  with  plaintiffs,  they 
being  hound  to  pay  the  commissions  in  such  case,  as  the  pur- 
chaser's title  to  the  contract  mentioned  passed  to  the  plaintiffs 
in  accordance  with  the  deed  deposited  witk  defendants.    Id. 

Broker's  contract  of  empIoTment  constmed,  and  held  that 
where  the  prospective  tenant  did  not  prore  complete  compliance 
or  eiaeuie  a  lease,  as-  provided  therein,  without  the  fault  of  the 
principal,  DO  commissions  were  earned.  Levtntritt  v.  Cowell,  133 
P.  627,  21  CaL  App.  697. 

Sec.  1123.    Definition   In   brokw'f   oontraet   of   tho   word 
"amonnt." 

Plaintiff,    a    broker,   wrote    defendant    asking  what  he  would 
take  tor  his  land,  indnding  the  stock  and  a  five  per  cent  oom- 
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mission.  Defendant  replied  that  '^$22,500,  your  commission 
$1,112.50;  this  amount  will  buy  the  place."  Held,  that  the 
word  ** amount"  referred  to  the  total  of  the  two  sums  mentioned 
by  defendant;  the  word  being  defined  by  Webster  as  "the  sum 
total  of  two  or  more  particular  sums  or  quantities,  as  the  amount 
of  7  and  9  is  16."  Smith  v.  Pears  (Tex.  C.  A.  '09),  122  S.  W.  433. 

Sec.  1124.    Interpretation  of  broker's  authority  to  sell  a  plaiip 
tation. 

Plaintiff  sues  defendant  for  commissions  alleged  to  be  due 
him  as  selling  agent  of  a  certain  plantation.  Defendant  resists, 
on  the  ground  that  the  sending  forward  by  himself  of  a  power 
of  attorney  to  plaintiff  was  a  mere  ** offer"  of  an  agency,  and 
that  before  it  was  accepted  he  withdrew  his  lands  from  the 
market ;  that  in  the  power  of  attorney  sent  forward  it  was  agreed 
and  understood  that  no  sale  could  or  should  be  made  until  after 
the  prospective  buyer  had  a  conference  witli  him  and  had  satis- 
fied him  as  to  his  financial  ability,  and  that  he  himself  should 
be  present  at  the  sale  to  receive  the  cash  and  notes;  that  when 
the  prospective  purchaser  in  this  instance  (with  whom  plaintiff 
as  agent  had  entered  into  a  written  promise  of  sale  of  the  land), 
presented  himself  at  Natchez,  he  did  not  put  him  (defendant) 
in  default  for  non-execution  of  the  promise :  Held,  the  defenses 
urged  are  not  well  founded.  The  sending  forward  of  the  power 
of  attorney  was  not  the  initial  step  in  the  matter  of  agency.  It 
was  in  fact  accepted  by  plaintiff's  offer  to  take  the  agency.  If 
an  acceptance  was  necessary  it  was  accepted  by  letter  and  by 
action  within  the  time  that  the  situation  of  the  parties  and  the 
nature  of  the  contract  showed  it  was  the  intention  of  the  de- 
fendant to  allow.  The  notice  of  the  withdrawal  of  the  land 
from  market  was  a  recognition  of  the  pre-existing  agency  of 
the  plaintiff.  This  withdrawal  was  after  the  plaintiff  and  the 
prospective  buyer  had  started  to  meet  defendant  at  Natchez,  and 
there  was  no  necessity  for  putting  the  defendant  in  default;  he 
had  himself  put  an  end  to  the  agency,  and  had  placed  it  out 


of  his  power  to  cany  out  the  promise  of  sale ;  he  had  withdnim 
from  the  prospective  purchaser  an  opportunity  to  show  hia  good 
faith  and  ability  to  purchase.  Lucket  Land  <&  E.  Co.  v.  Brovm, 
118  La.  943,  43  S.  628. 

Sea  1125.    Law  requiring  contract  employing  broker  to  leU 

land  to  be  in  writing  not  retroaetiTe. 

Lava  1905,  p.  110,  c.  58,  requiring  a  contract  for  payment  of 

commissiona  to  a  broker  for  the  sale  of  land  to  be  in  writing,  is 

not  retroactive.    Dean  v.  WAliams  (Wash.  Sup.  '10) ,  106  P.  130. 

Sec  1126.    Oonstmctioii  of  term  "title  latiafaotoiy  to  pnr. 
chasv." 

Where  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  land  calls  for  a  title  satis- 
factory to  the  purchaser,  he  has  no  arbitrary  right  to  refuse 
the  title  offered,  but  it  means  that  the  vendor  must  furnish  a 
good,  marketable  title.    Id. 

Sec.  1127..  Gonstmction  of  looker's  contract  and  defining  the 
word  "timber." 
Where  a  broker's  contract  employed  him  to  purchase  timber 
options  for  a  percentage  of  the  net  profits  from  the  sale  of  the 
timber,  and  certain  land  was  purchased  in  order  to  obtain  the 
timber  thereon,  the  word  "timber"  in  the  contract  of  employ- 
raent  could  not  be  extended  to  include  the  laud,  so  as  to  entitle 
the  broker  to  a  percentage  of  the  net  profits  of  the  sale  of  the 
land,  as  well  as  the  timber.  WUaon  v.  Jwnea  (Wash.  Sup.  '10), 
106  P.  618. 

Bee.  1128.  When  law  of  place  of  perfOTtnance  govenu  in  In- 
terpretation of  contract. 
The  place  where  a  contract  is  made  govema,  as  a  general 
rule,  the  performance  of  its  terms ;  but  when  it  is  the  express 
intention  of  the  parties  that  the  contract  is  to  be  performed  at 
a  different  place,  and  under  a  different  jurisdiction  from  the 
place  where  it  is  made,  the  law  of  the  place  of  performanoe 
gOTflma.    Benedict  v.  Dakin  (Hi  Sup.  '09)  90  N.  B.  712 
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The  Talidity  of  fomt  and  effect  of  a  real  estate  brokei's  on- 
ploTineiit  coDtracf,  vSicE  is  made  and  to  be  performed  vitbiD  tbe 
State  of  Geoi^^  are  controlled  by  tHe  law  of  Georgia.  Eaitfft 
V.  W.  If.  'Morton  S  Co.,  n  8.  E.  371,  IS  Ga.  App.  489. 

Bee.  1120.  Law  of  place  ot  perfmnance  of  contnot  ganoM 
a>  to  compenaatioii. 
Where  a  contract  employing  a  broker  to  procure  a  purchaser 
of  real  estate  in  Louisiana  did  not  fix  the  compensation,  but  it 
appeared  that  the  contract  was  made  in  Louisiana,  without  any- 
thing to  indicate  that  the  parties  contemplated  a  performance 
elsewhere,  and  the  sale  was  consummated  there,  the  law  of  Lou- 
isiana governs  as  to  the  amount  of  the  oompensation,  which  most 
be  determined  by  the  customary  commissions  paid  for  like  serr- 
ices  in  that  State.  Benedict  v.  Dahin  (DL  Sup.  '09),  90  N. 
E.  712. 

Seo.  1129a.    Oontraet  of  agMioy  Invalid  In  Ifebraaka,  famlid 
In  Iowa. 

Oral  corfract  for  eommisBion  for  sale  of  real  estate,  made  in 
Nebrasta.  and  InTalid  tbere,  because  not  in  writinp.  as  reqniied 
by  Cobley^  Ann.  Stat.  1911;  Tietd,  inyalid  in  Iowa.  Brown  S 
Brammer  v.  Wm.  Perason  Co.,  160  N.  W.  lOBl,  161  Iowa,  59. 
Seo.  1130.  Deflnitlon  of  term  "pootinlarify  able"  In  bnkirli 
contract  (^  employment. 

The  term  "pecuniarily  able,"  used  with  reference  to  the 
financial  condition  of  the  proposed  purchaser  procured  by  an 
agent  of  the  vendor,  does  not  mean  that  such  purchaser  most 
necessarily  have  all  the  money  in  his  pocketbook  or  to  his  credit 
at  the  bank,  but  that  he  is  able  to  command  the  necessary  money 
to  close  the  deal,  on  reasonable  notice  or  within  the  time  limited 
by  the  vendor,  if  a  time  be  limited.  McCabe  v.  Jones  (Wa. 
Sup.  '10),  124  N.  W.  486. 

Sec.  1131.    When  interpretation  of  contract  is  f  n-  the  courts 
when  a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury. 
The  interpretation  of  writings  is  for  the  court,  where  they  are 
are  unambiguous,  or  where  they  are  ambiguous  in  their  terms  and 


the  ambiguity  can  be  reBoIved  by  reference  to  other  parts  of  the 
writing  or  tmcootroverted  circamstaDces ;  bat  -where  the  terma 
of  the  writing  are  ambiguous,  and  the  intention  of  the  parties 
cannot  be  ascertained  without  resorting  to  extrinsic  facts  which 
are  controverted  or  nnconceded,  intention  is  a  question  of  fact 
for  the  jury.  Big  Four  B.  B.  Co.  v.  Clari  (Mo  App.  '09),  123 
S.  W.  95.    See  sec.  926. 


Sec.  1132.    Gonitraetioii  of  contracts  and  other  jndld^  detor- 

mioatioiis. 

(1)  An  agreement  by  a  landowner  and  an  agent  authorized 
sale  "if  any  trade  be  made  within  twelve  months  with  partiea 
brought  to"  the  owner  by  the  agent  to  protect  the  agent  in  his 
commission,  contemplated  any  trade  resulting  from  negotiations 
by  the  owner  or  any  participated  in  by  the  agent.  iS'A^nnon  v. 
Lee,  60  S.  99,  176  Ala.  463. 

(S)  Broker's  contract  of  employment;  held,  not  revoked,  but 
only  construed  together  to  contemplate  that  if  the  land  was  sold 
for  $2,000  or  more,  the  broker  should  receive  a  specified  percent- 
age, and  if  the  price  was  more  than  $1,200,  but  did  not  exceed 
$2,000,  he  should  have  all  in  excess  of  $1,200.  Ingram  v.  Cole- 
man, 160  S.  W.  886,  110  Ark.  632. 

(3)  An  agreement  to  pay  $1,600  as  commission  out  of  the  first 
cash  payment  of  $15,000;  held,  not  to  obligate  the  owner  to  pay 
a  commission  where  only  $1,000  was  paid  by  the  purchaser. 
Beekwiih-Anderson  Land  Co.  v.  Allison,  147  P.  482,  26  Cal.  App. 
473. 

(4)  A  contract  for  a  commission  for  a  sale  of  land;  held,  not 
to  entitle  the  broker  to  the  additional  compensation  provided  to 
procure  assistance  of  another  in  making  the  sale,  where  he  sim< 
ply  had  another  agent  to  point  out  the  location  of  the  tile  in  the 
ground.    Harvey  v.  Mmn,  149  N.  W.  236,  167'Iowa,  258. 

(5)  Under  a  contract  making  defendant  agent  to  sell  plaintiff's 
land,  defendant  to  have,  as  compensation,  half  the  selling  price 
received  in  excess  of  $176  per  acre,  to  be  retained  from  the  collec- 
tions made  by  defendant  after  a  certain  amount  was  paid  plain- 
tiff, defendant  is  entitled  to  interest  received  on  deferred  pay- 
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ments  representing  defendant's  share.    Wright  t.  Percivdl^PoHer 
Co.,  156  N.  W.  698,  174  Iowa,  622. 

(6)  Where  owners  wrote  a  letter  to  a  real  estate  agent  listing 
land  at  $11.50  per  acre  net  to  owners,  and  the  letter  came  into 
the  hands  of  plaintiff,  another  agent,  who  procured  a  purchaser, 
to  whom  the  owners  sold  the  land  at  $12.50  per  acre,  the  owners 
could  not,  just  before  the  contract  was  signed,  raise  the  net  price 
to  $12.50,  as  against  plaintiff.  Culhertson  v.  Sheridan,  144  P.  268, 
93  Kan.  268. 

(7)  Where  a  broker's  contract  for  the  sale  of  real  estate  pro- 
vides for  a  net  amount  to  the  owner,  his  compensation  is  such 
sum  as  the  purchaser  is  willing  to  pay  in  excess  of  such  net  price. 
Futrell  V.  Reeves,  176  S.  W.  1151,  165  Ky.  282. 

(8)  Where  one  employed  in  selling  land  employs  another,  and 
agrees  to  pay  him  a  fixed  commission,  and  the  one  so  employed 
finds  a  purchaser,  it  is  immaterial  to  the  question  of  the  right  to 
conmiission  whether  it  absorbs  the  profits  of  his  employer.  Daniel 
Y.  Sheridan,  59  S.  24, 131  La.  88. 

(9)  Where  the  owner  of  premises  agreed  to  pay  a  broker,  as  a 
conmiission  for  procuring  a  tenant,  ''aU  you  get  above  $2,000  per 
year,"  and  the  broker  leased  the  premises  for  five  years  at  an  an- 
nual rental  of  $2,200,  he  was  entitled  to  the  excess  over  $2,000 
each  year  during  the  life  of  the  lease,  and  not  merely  for  one  year. 
Goldstein  v.  ITArcy,  87  N.  E.  584,  201  Mass.  312. 

(10)  The  owner  of  real  estate  employed  a  firm  of  brokers  to 
sell  the  same,  agreeing  to  pay  the  brokers  2%%  commission.  A 
prospective  purchaser  procured  by  them  offered  less  than  the 
owner's  price,  and  the  brokers,  in  a  letter  to  the  owner,  agreed  to 
take  a  less  commission  than  2%%,  and  shortly  after  the  receipt 
of  this  letter  the  purchaser  dropped  all  n^otiations,  which  he  re- 
newed about  six  months  later.  After  the  renewal  of  the  n^otia- 
tions  the  owner  again  asked  the  brokers  what  their  commission 
would-be,  and  they  agreed  to  take  the  same  amount  as  before. 
Held,  that  as  they  led  the  owner  to  believe  that  their  oommission 
would  be  a  less  amount  than  2%%,  and  he  sold  the  land  under 
that  belief,  so  agreement  was  a  binding  contract  supported  by  a 
valid  consideration.  La  ChappeUe  ▼•  Bicker,  136  &  W.  967^  154 
Mo.  App.  600. 
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(11)  Letters  constituting  a  broker's  employment  for  tbe  sale 
of  lands  construed,  under  Bev.  Stat.  1913,  Sec.  7909,  and  held, 
that  the  broker  was  entitled  to  retain  one  dollar  per  acre  as  com- 
mission on  a  sale  of  land  at  $115  per  acre,  though  the  principal's 
first  letter  stipulated  that  the  sale  should  be  for  $115  net  per 
acre.    Poitratz  v.  Piper,  145  N.  W.  265,  95  KTeb.  145. 

(12)  If  plaintiff,  in  consideration  of  $120,  agreed  to  procure 
a  loan  for  defendant,  he  is  only  entitled  to  that  compensation 
upon  procuring  the  loan,  and  not  to  the  payment  of  the  disburse- 
ments incurred.  Central  Mtge.  Co.  v.  Partello,  132  N.  Y.  Sup. 
432. 

(13)  A  contract  for  the  employment  of  a  broker  to  sell  real 
estate,  which  stipulates  that  he  shall  receive  for  commission  30% 
of  the  price  as  fixed  by  the  owner,  that  he  shall  receive  such  com- 
mission whether  the  tracts  are  actually  sold  by  him  or  by  any 
other,  and  that,  where  tracts  are  sold  on  the  instalment  plan,  out 
of  each  instalment  the  broker  shall  receive  60%  until  the  total 
amount  of  his  commissions  are  paid,  gives  to  the  broker  a  com- 
mission on  all  sales  of  30%,  where  the  full  price  is  paid,  either 
in  cash  or  by  instalments,  and  on  all  sales  where  at  least  50% 
of  the  price  is  paid,  and  he  is  entitled  to  60%  of  the  amount  of 
instalment  payments  not  equaling  50%  of  the  price,  though  pur- 
chasers making  contracts  with  the  owner  are  unable  to  pay  the 
price.  Tan  Tarick  v.  Svhurian  Inv.  Co.,  135  N".  Y.  Sup.  299, 
76  Misc.  Bep.  573. 

(14)  If  defendant  agreed  to  pay  plaintiff  all  money  over 
$9,000  which  was  received  for  his  land  from  a  purchaser  procured 
by  plaintiff,  and  to  take  suitable  city  property  in  payment  thereof, 
the  actual  value  of  the  city  property  received  in  exchange,  and  not 
the  price  placed  thereon  by  defendant  and  the  purchaser,  should 
be  taken  in  determining  the  amount  of  plaintiff's  compensation. 
Grace  v.  McDowell,  120  P.  413,  60  Or.  577. 

(15)  Where  defendant  entered  into  written  agreement  to  pay 
plaintiffs  a  commission  of  $750,  to  be  allowed  for  faithfully  enter- 
ing into  a  contract  with  B.  to  act  as  sales  agent  of  a  named  tract 
of  land,  also  as  a  commission  in  helping  to  make  the  deal  with 
B.,  only  one  commission  could  be  collected,  and  plaintiffs  could 
not  recover  the  stipulated  sum,  together  with  a  percentage  com- 
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mission  for  effecting  the  sale.    Thompson  t.  Sargent,  134  P.  7, 
66  Or.  384. 

(16)  Where  a  loan  broker,  holding  an  agreement  with  the 
owner  of  a  building  option  to  furnish  the  necessaiy  money,  pro- 
cures a  portion  of  the  money  from  a  trust  company,  which  insured 
the  completion  of  the  building  and  the  mortgages  thereon,  and 
the  broker  agrees  that  the  trust  company  shall  retain  the  current 
interest  on  the  mortgages  only;  heldj  not  entitled  to  defeat  the 
trust  company's  right  to  retain  the  interest.  Whelan  ▼.  Land 
Title  &  Trust  Co.,  60  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  9. 

(17)  Where  land  was  listed  with  a  real  estate  broker  to  he 
sold  at  $19  per  acre,  there  being  no  agreement  as  to  his  conmu£- 
sion,  and  after  yarious  negotiatipns  the  owner  agreed  to  accept  a 
lesser  price  and  to  pay  the  broker  a  stated  commission,  a  contract 
of  sale  at  a  greater  price  per  acre,  the  method  of  payment  being 
the  same,  was  a  sujBScient  compliance  with  the  agreement  to  en* 
title  the  broker  to  his  stipulated  commission,  but  no  more.  Luce 
V.  Ash,  132  N.  W.  708,  28  S.  D.  109. 

(18)  A  contract  by  which  a  county  listed  land  with  a  broker, 
to  be  sold  at  $4  per  acre  net,  to  the  county,  does  not  necessarily 
mean  that  the  broker  is  to  receive  all  the  excess  above  $4  per  acre, 
nor  that  his  commission  is  to  come  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the 
sale,  but  to  sustain  the  validity  of  the  contract  will  be  construed 
as  meaning  that  the  broker  is  to  obtain  a  purchaser  at  the  best 
price  obtainable,  and  to  receive  thereafter  a  reasonable  compen- 
sation, the  price  in  any  event  to  be  not  less  than  $4  per  acre  to 
the  county,  and  that  the  reasonable  compensation  is  to  be  paid 
by  the  county  in  some  lawful  manner;  that  is,  out  of  current  or 
general  funds.  Sandifer  v.  Foard  County,  134  S.  W.  823,  judg. 
aff.,  151  S.  W.  623,  105  Tex.  420. 

(19)  In  a  action  by  a  broker  employed  to  procure  an  exchange 
of  land  for  a  stock  of  merchandise,  or  all  that  the  owner  of  the 
merchandise  received  in  exchange  therefor,  a  tract  of  land  which 
was  worth  a  specified  sum.  The  owner  of  the  merchandise  testi- 
fied that  he  had  to  have  money  for  an  assumed  indebtedness  on 
the  land  obtained  in  exchange^  Held,  that  as  the  broker^s  com- 
mission was  based  upon  a  commission  on  the  amount  realized  by 
the  trade,  the  value  of  the  land,  after  deducting  the  money  paid 
therefor  and  the  indebtedness  assumed  thereon,  must  be  deducted 
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as  the  basifi  for  a  computation.    Davidson  v.  WUlis,  96  S.  W.  634, 

—  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

(20)  Where  a  contract  employing  plaintiffs  to  sell  defendant's 
property  provided  that  it  mnst  be  sold  at  a  price  to  net  the 
owners  not  less  than  $125  per  acre,  and  that  a  commission  must 
be  added  to  pay  that  amount,  the  contract  did  not  authorize  the 
brokers  to  retain  as  their  commissions  all  of  the  price  above  $125 
per  acre  obtained,  but  only  entitled  them  to  a  reasonable  compen- 
sation. Allen  V.  J.  A.  Clopton  Realty  Co.,  135  S.  W.  242,  —  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  — . 

(21)  Where  an  owner  employed  a  broker  to  assist  him  in  ef- 
fecting an  exchange  of  his  land,  and  promises  him  a  commission 
of  a  certain  per  cent.,  and  no  (express  contract  is  made  as  to 
which  contract  was  to  be  the  basis  for  fixing  the  commission,  the 
value  of  the  tract  taken  in  exchange  is  the  basis.  Leake  v.  Scaief, 
140  S.  W.  814,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

(22)  Where  an  owner  of  land  agreed  to  pay  a  broker  a  fixed 
percentage  for  procuring  a  purchaser,  his  act  in  selling  the  land 
to  a  prospective  purchaser  at  a  lesser  price  will  not  entitle  the 
broker  to  recover  more  than  the  price  fixed  by  contract.  Martin 
V.  Jeffries,  163  S.  W.  658,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

(23)  A  defendant  employed  to  recover  a  sale  of  lands  of  plain- 
tiff for  one-half  of  each  separate  tract  recovered,  or  one-half  of 
the  proceeds  of  any  single  tract  sold,  may  not  appropriate  the 
whole  of  the  proceeds  of  the  tract  sold,  merely  because  his  interest 
in  other  tracts  not  sold  is  as  great  as  the  proceeds.  Thomason  v. 
Rogers,  155  S.  W.  1040,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

(24)  Where  a  landowner  and  a  broker  made  a  supplemental 
contract  to  fix  their  rights,  the  broker  can  not  recover  on  both 
contracts,  but  only  on  one.    Oossett  v.  Vaughan,  173  S.  W.  933, 

—  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

(25)  Broker  given  option  with  right  to  sell;  held,  not  entitled 
to  recover  the  amount  paid  for  the  option,  in  addition  to  the 
commission  on  the  sale,  though  at  the  purchase  this  was  to  have 
applied  on  the  purchase  price.  Burt  v.  Stringfellow,  143  P.  234, 
45  Utah,  207. 

(26)  Where  a  contract  between  the  owner  of  land  and  a  build- 
ing company,  by  which  the  owner  agreed  to  convey  land  to  the 
company  to  enable  it  to  secure  a  mortgage  for  building  purposes. 
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a  sale  of  land  to  third  persons  did  not  provide  for  the  payment 
of  commissions  npon  selling  the  land,  no  commission  could  be  re- 
covered. H.  E.  Orr.  Co.  v.  Interlaken  Land  Co.,  133  P.  599,  U 
Wash.  340. 

(27)  Brokers  frandnlently  took  title  to  land  in  their  own 
name ;  held,  to  have  no  right  to  a  sum  of  money  received,  nor  to 
commissions,  nor  to  money  paid  to  stock  same  by  a  sale  of  a  por- 
tion of  the  property  to  a  bona  fide  purchaser.  Dean  v.  Roberts, 
62  S.  44,  182  Ala.  221. 

(28)  Under  agreement  between  brokers,  one  was  to  handle  a 
matter  which  the  other  was  instrumental  in  procuring,  for  half 
the  commission,  damages  could  not  have  been  recovered  for  a  re- 
fusal to  make  any  attempt  to  negotiate  a  lease ;  held,  not  to  defeat 
a  recovery  where  a  lease  had  been  negotiated.  Collins  v.  Snow, 
106  N.  E.  148,  218  Mass.  542. 

(29)  One  who  had  no  contract  with  the  owner,  and  merely  ar- 
ranged to  divide  the  commission  with  another  broker,  also  autho- 
rized to  sell,  was  not  entitled  to  any  commission  from  the  owner. 
TfcOormicJc  v.  Obanion,  163  S.  W.  267,  168  Mo.  App.  606. 

(30)  Where  broker,  employed  by  owner,  arranged  with  other 
brokers  for  share  of  commissions;  held,  that  to  entitle  him  to 
such  share  it  was  not  necessary  that  the  lease  should  be  procured 
through  his  efforts.    Kraus  v.  Cammann,  154  N.  T.  Sup.  125. 

(31)  A  real  estate  broker,  for  bringing  purchaser  to  his  prin- 
cipal, is  entitled  to  his  commission  tiiough,  before  the  trade  is 
completed,  he  becomes  connected  with  a  corporation,  of  which  he 
notifies  his  principal,  who  thereafter  accepted  the  corporation's 
services  in  the  matter.  Northern  Immi.  Society  v.  Alger,  147  N. 
W.  100,  27  N.  D.  467. 

(32)  The  ovmer  of  real  property  wrote  to  a  number  of  bro- 
kers asking  them  to  sell  his  property.  A  broker  who  received 
one  of  these  letters,  and  who,  without  having  the  sale  of  the  prop- 
erty or  listing  it  on  his  books,  found  a  purchaser  and  submitted 
the  purchaser's  offer  of  a  sum  to  net  the  owner  the  sum  fixed  by 
him,  which  left  a  surplus  as  the  broker's  commission  and  cost  of 
abstract  to  be  furnished  to  the  purchaser's  attorney.  Held,  that 
though  the  broker  may  not  have  understood  his  relations  to  the 
owner,  he  was,  as  a  matter  of  law,  acting  as  the  agent  of  the 
owner,  and  hence,  such  purchaser  was  not  liable  to  the  a^nt  for 
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commissions  on  the  acceptance  of  his  offer.    Minto  v.  Moore,  55 
S.  642,  1  Ala.  App.  656. 

(33)  A  contract  creating  an  agency  to  sell  lands  on  commis- 
sion construed  with  respect  to  the  right  of  the  agent  to  receive 
conmiissions  from  deferred  payments  as  made.  Fountain  Land  £ 
Iron  Co.  V.  Pearsons,  201  P.  324,  119  C.  C.  A.  562. 

(34)  A  contract  to  convey  bound  a  purchaser  to  pay  brokers 
"$300,  and  seller  agrees  to  pay  brokers  $100,  when  deal  is  com- 
pleted.'' Held,  that  the  $300,  as  well  as  the  $100,  was  payable 
only  on  completion  of  the  transaction.  Stanton  v.  Camahan,  115 
P.  330,  16  Cal.  App.  627. 

(35)  Where  a  contract  with  a  broker  for  the  sale  of  land  pro- 
vided that  commissions  should  be  due  and  payable  "on  the  settle- 
ment of  all  sales,  for  instance,  after  the  purchaser  signs  the  propo- 
sition, and  pays  the  earnest  money,  with  a  contract  to  settle  the 
balance  of  cash  required  on  the  first  payment,  then  the  commis- 
sion will  be  due  and  payable  on  that  settlement.''  The  term 
"earnest  money"  was  used  synonymously  with  first  payment,  and 
"settlement  of  all  sales"  made  the  full  payment  of  a  pact  of  the 
price  which  was  to  be  paid  in  money,  whether  at  the  time  of  the 
signing  of  the  contract  to  be  subsequently  executed  or  in  part 
then,  and  the  remainder  when  it  was  consummated.  Kurtz  v. 
Payne  Inv.  Co.,  136  N.  W.  1076,  166  Iowa,  376,  pet.  for  re.  over, 
but  opin.  mod.,  137  N.  W.  460. 

(36)  Under  a  contract  fixing  the  compensation  of  the  agent 
to  procure  a  purchaser  of  land,  fixing  the  time  for  payment  as  the 
time  of  the  "consummation"  of  the  sale ;  "consummation"  was  the 
passing  of  the  title,  and  the  compensation  was  contingent  upon 
that.    Morse  v.  Curley,  86  A.  196,  83  N.  J.  Law,  416. 

(37)  Where  a  contract  with  a  broker  provided  that  all  com- 
missions should  be  taken  out  of  the  sums  collected,  there  can  be 
no  recovery  for  sales  made  upon  which  the  purchase  price  had 
not  yet  been  paid.  Qossett  v.  Vaughn,  173  S.  W.  733,  —  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  — . 

(38)  Where  a  real  estate  broker,  after  earning  his  entire  com- 
mission, voluntarily  agreed  to  accept  payment  in  instalments  as 
the  purchase  price  was  paid,  provided  such  instalments  were  paid 
promptly,  and  the  principal  failed  to  make  such  payments  and 
denied  liability.     Held,  that  the  broker  was  absolved  from  his 
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agreement  to  defer  the  payments,  and  conld  sue  him  for  the  en- 
tire commission.  McOehee  Lumber  Co.  v.  Tomlinson,  63  S.  919, 
66  Fla.  636. 

(39)  When  an  agreement  provided  that  the  brokers  were  to  be 
entitled  to  an  additional  snm  if  the  price  exceeded  that  asked  by 
the  seller,  they  would  be  entitled  to  snch  excess  when  the  same 
was  paid,  but  an  action  for  the  excess  could  not  be  maintained 
until  the  money  was  paid.    MUler  y.  Miller,  190  lU.  App.  363. 

(40)  A  contract  between  a  broker  and  a  purchaser  to  exchange 
the  principal's  flour  mill  and  other  real  estate  for  three  houses, 
and  a  contract  between  the  purchaser  and  the  principal  to  ex- 
change the  mill  for  one  of  the  houses;  held,  not  to  be  so  differ- 
ent as  to  require  the  broker  to  recover  on  a  qtuintum  meruit. 
Waddell  v.  Noser,  188  111.  App.  302. 

(41)  Equity  is  without  jurisdiction  of  an  action  by  a  real  es- 
tate agent  with  whom  land  was  listed  for  sale  against  another 
agent,  for  an  accounting  for  profits  received  by  the  latter,  who 
procured  a  purchaser  under  an  agreement  to  divide  the  profits 
with  the  complainant,  since  the  remedy  at  law  was  adequate. 
Wilson  V.  McVay,  193  HI.  App.  417. 

(42)  A  broker  who  had  no  written  contract  of  employment  to 
procure  a  purchaser  for  real  estate,  as  required  by  Bums's  Ann. 
Stat.  1908,  Sec.  7463,  can  not  recover  for  his  expenditure  of  time 
and  money  in  procuring  a  purchaser,  in  an  action  in  which  his 
complaint  sounds  in  tort,  for  fraud  and  deceit.  Fullenwider  v. 
Ooben,  96  N.  E.  1010,  176  Ind.  312. 

(43)  A  broker's  action  for  compensation  for  effecting  a  sale 
of  land  is  transitory  and  in  personam  only.  Brown  dt  Brammer  v. 
Wm.  Pearson  Co.,  150  N.  W.  1067,  169  Iowa,  60. 

(43a)  Where  a  partnership  agreed  to  pay  plaintiff  a  share  of 
his  commissions  for  a  sale  of  realty  owned  by  some  of  the  part- 
ners, who  fraudulently  refused  to  collect  its  commissions,  or  where 
the  partners  fraudulently  prevented  the  collection,  the  broker 
could  have  his  rights  adjusted  in  a  court  of  equity  so  as  to  pie- 
vent  the  fraud  from  being  perpetrated  upon  him.  Thompson  v. 
Price,  157  S.  W.  288,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

(44)  Where  there  was  an  agreement  between  plaintiff  and  de- 
fendant for  the  pajrment  of  a  fixed  simi,  and  the  right  to  require 
payment  accrued,  it  could  be  recovered  in  an  action  on  an  ac- 
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count  annexed.    Hutchinson  y.  Plant,  105  N.  E.  1017^  218  Mass. 
148. 

(45)  A  broker  was  given  an  ezclnsive  agency  for  60  days  to 
procure  a  purchaser  of  real  estate  for  a  specified  sum^  for  the 
usual  commission.  The  owner^  seven  days  before  the  expiration 
of  the  sixty  days^  sold  the  property  for  a  less  price  to  one  not 
discovered  by  the  broker,  who  was  not  negotiating  with  any  one, 
who  would  have  bought,  either  at  the  stipulated  price  or  at  the 
price  obtained  by  the  owner.  Held,  that  the  broker  could  not  re- 
cover the  contract  price,  under  the  rule  that  a  party  wrongfully 
discharged  from  his  employment  may  consider  the  contract  as 
performed,  and  recover  the  contract  price,  as  the  absolute  measure 
of  damages,  but  he  must  treat  the  contract  as  rescinded,  and,  on 
a  quantum  meruit,  recover  the  value  of  his  services,  and  the 
amount  of  his  expenses,  or  sue  for  a  breach  of  the  contract  and 
recover  the  actual  damages  sustained.  Norman  v.  Vandenburg, 
138  S.  W.  47,  157  Mo.  App.  488. 

(46)  If  a  broker  is  entitled  to  recover  any  compensation  on  a 
sale  made  by  his  principal  on  terms  different  from  those  set  forth 
in  his  contract,  he  must  sue  upon  a  quantum  meruit  and  not  on 
the  contract.  Cla/rJc  v.  Ashury,  134  S.  W.  286,  —  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  — . 

(47)  Petition  in  a  broker's  action  for  commissions;  held,  not 
objectionable  as  not  stating  a  cause  of  action,  because  of  allega- 
tion of  an  agreement  to  sell,  and  the  other  allegation  of  bringing 
about  a  sale,  there  being  no  difference  between  a  sale  and  bring- 
ing about  a  sale.  Smith  v.  Lyons  Salt  Co.,  177  S.  W.  1057,  ^ 
Mo.  App.  — 

(48)  Where,  in  a  suit  for  broker's  services,  plaintiff's  verified 
statement  alleged  that  defendants  were  entitled  to  a  credit  of 
$547.50,  while  incorrect,  was  not  specifically  denied,  the  fact  that 
plaintiff  discovered  a  mistake  on  the  trial,  and  admitted  that  he 
owed  defendants  on  an  extraneous  account  $880.67  more,  did  not 
give  defendants  an  additional  right  to  extend  the  inquiry  to 
cover  such  question.  Dempster  v.  Cochran,  174  P.  587,  98  C.  C. 
A.  433. 

(49)  In  an  action  for  broker's  commissions,  exclusively  on  the 
theory  that  plaintiff  procured  a  sale  of  part  of  the  contract  that 
he  was  authorized  to  sell,  and  did  not  allege  he  was  instrumental 
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in  the  subsequent  sale,  he  was  not  entitled  to  prove  by  the  pur- 
chaser how  much  more  of  the  entire  tract  he  had  purchased,  in 
addition  to  the  original  amount  purchased.  Cone  v.  KeU,  124  P. 
648,  18  Cal.  App.  675. 

(50)  In  a  broker's  action  for  compensation  for  selling  land, 
where  the  only  cause  of  action  shown  by  the  evidence  was  one  for 
the  recovery  of  certain  property  which  they  agreed  to  give  plain- 
tiff for  making  the  sale,  or  the  recovery  of  the  value  thereof  and 
the  petition  showed  that  the  consideration  for  the  transfer  was 
plaintifiPs  services.  The  fact  that  the  further  allegation  that  the 
property  was  to  be  conveyed  by  defendants,  and  accepted  by  plain- 
tiff in  lieu  of  an  agreed  commission  of  $3,000,  was  shown  to  be 
untrue,  did  not  defeat  plaintiff's  right  to  recover  the  property,  or 
have  a  decree  for  specific  performance.  Cheek  v.  Nicholson,  133 
S.  W.  707,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — . 

(51)  For  the  purpose  of  calculating  an  agenfs  commission  on 
an  exchange  of  property,  the  property  taken  by  the  principal 
must  be  assumed  to  be  worth  the  value  placed  upon  it  by  the  par- 
ties to  the  trade  at  the  time  the  contract  was  consummated. 
Waddell  v.  Noser,  188  HI.  App.  302. 

(52)  A  contract  for  employment  of  plaintiff  to  procure  a  pur- 
chaser; held,  to  require  defendant,  on  plaintiff's  procuring  a  pur- 
chaser, to  organize  a  corporation,  and  to  put  in  its  treasury  the 
par  value  of  the  stock  which  plaintiff  was  to  receive,  should  be 
fully  paid  when  issued,  within  Bev.  Stat.  1909,  Sec  2981.  Moors 
V.  king,  178  S.  W.  124,  —  Mo.  Sup.  — . 

(53)  In  a  real  estate  broker's  action  for  a  commission,  evi- 
dence held  insuiScient  to  show  the  seller's  lack  of  good  faith  in 
the  transaction,  wherein  her  contract  to  sell  to  the  buyer  intro- 
duced to  her  by  plaintiff  fell  through,  and  she  later  consummated 
a  sale  through  another  agent  to  the  same  buyer.  Bruce  v.  Drake, 
70  S.  273,  195  Ala.  236. 

(54)  In  an  action  for  compensation  under  an  alleged  agree- 
ment by  which  plaintiffs,  for  procuring  an  option  on  land  for 
erecting  a  building  and  leasing  the  building,  were  to  receive  a 
certain  perceptage  of  the  net  annual  rent,  evidence  held  to  show 
that  the  parties  used  the  term  '^net  rental"  to  mean  the  gross 
rental,  less  the  expense  for  maintaining,  in  the  absence  of  which 
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the  gross  and  net  rental  were  the  same.    Kinaey  ▼.  Dickinson, 
140  N.  W.  983,  176  Mich.  1. 

(55)  Evidence  held  to  show  that  the  owner  did  not  list  the 
land  with  the  broker  in  the  usual  way,  but  that  he  so  understood 
that,  unless  the  broker  actually  made  a  sale,  he  should  be  paid 
nothing.  Carr  v.  Manistee  Land  &  Timber  Co.,  146  N.  W.  202, 
179  Mich.  338. 

(56)  Where  brokers  were  entitled  to  commissions  in  a  corpora- 
tion purchase  of  certain  Indian  allotments  through  another  source 
within  a  year  after  acquiring  deeds  to  certain  other  allotments, 
the  fact  that  the  corporation  did  so  was  merely  evidence  of  de- 
fendant's good  faith,  and  was  not  indicative  that  the  broker's  con- 
tract had  been  abrogated.  Lord  v.  Wapate  Irr.  Co.,  142  P.  1172, 
81  Wash.  561,  judg.  aflf.  on  re.,  152  P.  329,  81  Wash.  696. 

(57)  Where  introduction  of  advertisement,  or  disclosure  of 
purchaser  is  relied  upon  to  entitle  broker  to  a  commission,  the 
evidence  must  show  that  it  was  the  foundation  of  the  negotia- 
tions resulting  in  the  sale,  though  conducted  and  concluded  by 
the  owner.    Dillard  v.  Field,  153  S.  W.  532,  168  Mo.  App.  206. 

(58)  The  fact  that  plaintiff,  who  acted  as  agent  for  defendant 
in  a  sale  of  her  property,  renders  a  statement  for  the  amount 
due  for  commission  and  services  on  the  day  the  deed  is  delivered, 
is  not  conclusive  evidence  that  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  addi- 
tional compensation  for  extra  services.  Wood  v.  Foster,  181  HI. 
App.  409. 

(59)  Where  a  broker's  right  to  commission  was  based  on  his 
agreement  with  a  third  person,  who  had  been  employed  by  the 
owner,  and  the  third  person  had  assigned  to  the  broker  all  inter- 
est in  his  claim  for  commission,  the  broker  could  recover  the  en- 
tire commission.  Anderson  v.  Crow,  151  S.  W.  1080,  —  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  — . 

(60)  Where  a  contract  employing  a  broker  to  procure  a  pur- 
chaser for  real  estate  did  not  fix  any  time  for  the  performance  of 
the  contract,  and  the  owner  did  not  revoke  the  agency,  nor  in- 
quire of  the  broker  as  to  what  was  being  done  in  procuring  a 
purchaser,  the  court  could  not  say,  as  a  matter  of  law,  that  a 
period  of  five  months  since  the  owner  had  heard  from  the  broker 
was  an  unreasonable  time,  so  as  to  terminate  the  contract,  and 
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authorize  the  owiier  to  make  a  sale  without  liability  to  the  bro- 
ker for  a  commission.  Schlagle  v.  Bussell,  80  A.  164,  114  Md. 
418. 

(61)  In  an  action  for  a  share  of  broker's  commission,  evidenoe 
held  insufficient  to  present  the  question  for  the  jury  as  to  whether 
employment  under  which  sale  was  effected  was  a  continuation  of 
prior  negotiations.    Lucas  y.  Crenshaw.    82  A.  446  116  Md.  445. 

(62)  Where  owners^  in  December,  signed  a  contract  giyiog 
brokers  an  exclusive  agency  for  the  sale  of  their  property,  and 
provided  that  the  owner  should  pay  a  commission  on  any  sale 
made  by  them,  but  fixed  no  time  for  the  termination  of  the  con- 
tract, it  could  not  be  said,  as  a  matter  of  law,  that  a  reasonabk 
time  for  a  sale  by  the  brokers  had  not  expired  by  the  latter  part 
of  September.  George  J.  Wanstrath  B.  E.  Co.  y.  Wens,  170  S. 
W.  345,  186  Mo.  App.  718. 

(63)  Where  a  broker  was  only  employed  to  find  a  purchaser, 
and  had  no  power  to  agree  on  terms,  and  he  submitted  to  the 
purchaser  a  proposition  different  from  that  which  his  principal 
had  authorized,  the  purchaser's  acceptance  did  not  constitute  a 
contract  between  him  and  the  broker's  principal.  Nelson  v.  West- 
ern Union  Tel  Co,,  148  N.  W.  833,  162  Iowa,  60. 

(64)  To  'TMLrgain,**  as  used  in  written  authority  to  broker  to 
sell  in  the  owner's  name,  implies  negotiations  over  the  terms  of 
the  agreement.    Golden  v.  Clondel,  118  P.  77,  86  Kan.  465. 

(66)  "Sell  in  the  principal's  name,"  as  used  in  a  writing  giv- 
ing authority  to  brokers,  implies  the  conclusion,  in  the  principal's 
name,  of  the  agreement  negotiated  by  the  brokers.    Id. 

(66)  A  writing  whereby  owner  authorized  brokers  to  bargain 
and  sell  in  his  name  the  property  described,  conferred  power  to 
negotiate  for  a  sale  and  to  conclude  a  contract,  in  the  owner's 
name,  binding  him  to  make  a  conveyance.    Id. 

(67)  A  letter  to  a  real  estate  agent  saying,  '^f  you  care  to  try 
your  hand,  go  ahead;  if  you  can  sell  let  me  know,  and  I  will  send 
power  of  attorney,"  is  not  authority  to  enter  into  a  written  con- 
tract of  sale,  and  to  bind  the  owner  irrevocably.  Dey  v.  Nelken, 
69  S.  104,  131  La.  164. 

(68)  The  obligation  of  an  owner  to  convey  real  estate  is  com- 
plete on  the  making  of  a  contract  with  a  duly  authorized  agent, 
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on  the  terms  and  within  the  time  authorized.    Brady  v.  Fantenoij 
61  S.  838,  132  La.  826. 

(69)  Under  a  real  estate  broker's  contract  giving  him  power 
to  contract  to  convey,  he  was  authorized  to  insert  in  the  contract 
of  sale  provision  for  forfeiture  on  breach  of  contract  by  either 
party.    Stevens  v.  Odlin,  84  A.  899,  100  Me.  417. 

(70)  A  contract  to  convey,  executed  by  a  real  estate  broker 
under  authority  from  the  vendor,  is  as  valid  as  if  the  contract 
was  signed  by  the  vendor  himself.    Id. 

(71)  Where  a  broker  had  been  employed  to  obtain  a  customer 
for  a  farm  on  certain  terms,  and  on  informing  defendant  that 
such  customer  had  been  found,  was  directed,  '^t  is  all  right,  go 
ahead,''  such  statement  did  not  confer  on  the  broker  authority  to 
execute  a  binding  contract  of  sale.  Record  v.  Liitlefield,  106  N. 
E.  142,  218  Mass.  483. 

(72)  It  is  within  the  authority  of  an  ordinary  real  estate  agent 
to  show  a  prospective  purchaser  the  property  for  sale,  and  to  state 
its  location,  and  to  make  representations  as  to  its  attractive  fea- 
tures, and  an  agent  of  a  realty  company  was  authorized  to  point 
out  to  a  purchaser  the  land  sold.  Smith  v.  Mich.  Realty  £  Can. 
Co.,  141  K  W.  636,  175  Mich.  600. 

(73)  The  owner  of  land  authorized  a  real  estate  agent  to  sell 
{Property  within  a  certain  period,  on  certain  terms,  and  agreed  to 
convey.  Held,  that  a  contract  entered  into  by  the  agent  was  en- 
forceable against  the  owner  of  the  land.  Peterson  v.  O'Connor, 
119  N.  W.  243,  106  Minn.  470,  130  Am.  St.  Rep.  618. 

(74)  An  agent  with  authority  to  sell  has  no  implied  authority 
to  assign  to  one  with  whom  he  contracts  for  the  sale,  the  rent  ac- 
cruing during  the  negotiations  or  from  the  date  of  the  contract. 
John  Ound  Brewing  Co.  v.  Tourtelotte,  121  N.  W.  417,  108  Minn. 
71,  29  L.  B.  A.  (N.  S.)  210. 

(75)  Broker  having  power  to  negotiate  a  sale  of  land  for  cash 
may  contract  for  part  payment  down,  and  the  rest  on  delivery  of 
the  deed.    Bcurheret  v.  Myers,  144  S.  W.  824,  240  Mo.  58. 

(76)  Vendors  of  land  are  not  entitled  to  be  relieved  of  a  con- 
tract of  sale  made  by  a  broker  because  they,  by  mistake,  under- 
stood that  the  agency  was  to  expire  at  a  given  time.    Id. 

(77)  A  broker  having  land  of  another  for  sale  or  trade,  under 
an  agreement  to  retain  all  he  could  obtain  over  a  fixed  price  as 
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his  commission,  may,  in  the  absence  of  actionable  frand  or  deceit, 
or  objection  by  his  principals,  fix  the  price  at  any  sum  at  which 
he  may  be  able  to  lawfully  sell,  or  otherwise  dispose  of  the  land 
in  trade.    Lotson  y.  Buck,  130  N.  W.  970,  89  Neb.  28. 

(78)  Where  a  purchaser  of  property  in  the  hands  of  a  broker 
for  sale  causes  a  part  of  the  consideration  to  be  conveyed  to  the 
broker  or  to  another  designated  by  him,  which  is  retained  as  the 
broker's  commission,  the  purchaser,  in  the  absence  of  actionable 
deceit,  or  confidential  relations,  may  not  recover  the  property  so 
retained.    Id, 

(79)  A  real  estate  broker  can  not  bind  the  vendor  by  an  un- 
authorized delivery  of  a  contract  of  sale.  Smith  v.  Severn,  139  N. 
W.  858,  93  Neb.  148. 

(80)  The  use  of  the  word  *'seU,''  "sale''  or  ''to  seU,"  in  a  real 
estate  broker's  employment  contract,  does  not  necessarUy  author- 
ize him  to  execute  a  contract  of  sale  for  and  in  his  principal's 
name.    Whitekause  v.  Oerdis,  145  N.  W.  338,  95  Neb.  228. 

(81)  A  contract  to  sell  land,  executed  by  a  broker  in  the  name 
of  his  principal,  is  binding  on  the  principal,  where  the  broker  is 
authorized  to  execute  it.    Id. 

(82)  Where  the  owner  advertises  a  farm  for  sale,  stating  that 
interested  parties  may  address  him,  or  call  on  a  certain  broker 
for  terms,  and  writes  the  broker  that  he  will  sell  for  a  certain 
price,  on  certain  terms,  and  pay  a  certain  commission,  and  says, 
'%e  could  sell,  giving  abstract,"  the  broker  is  authorized  to  make 
a  written  contract  of  sale.    Id. 

(83)  In  the  absence  of  a  special  contract  or  conferred  author- 
ity, a  broker  employed  to  sell  or  to  assist  in  selling  the  property 
has  only  a  power  to  find  a  purchaser,  and  bring  the  seller  and 
purchaser  together.  Stine  v.  U.  S.  Ovarantee  dk  Indemnity  Co,, 
144  N.  Y.  Sup.  849,  169  App.  Div.  679,  judg.  aflf.,  112  N.  E. 
1077,  217  N.  Y.  656. 

(84)  A  broker  employed  to  sell  a  junior  mortgage  interest  at 
a  specified  price  has  no  authority  to  make  a  contract  containing 
conditions,  on  the  performance  of  which  the  purchaser  agrees  to 
take  the  interest.    Id. 

(85)  A  mere  listing  of  real  estate  with  a  broker  does  not  author- 
ize him  to  bind  the  owner  by  an  executory  contract  of  sale.  Levy 
y.  Yarbrough,  136  P.  1120,  41  Okl.  16. 
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(86)  Before  a  real  estate  broker  can  bind  the  owner  by  an 
executory  contract  of  sale^  he  must  have  specific  authority  there- 
for from  the  owner.    Id. 

(87)  A  landowner  who  makes  a  sale  through  a  duly  authorized 
broker  is  bound  by  the  broker's  statement  as  to  the  quantity  of 
land,  Coughron  v.  Stinespring,  170  S.  W.  162,  132  Tenn.  636, 
L.  R,  A.  1916  C,  103. 

(88)  A  contract  by  a  landowner's  brokers  to  sell  the  land  at 
less  than  the  price  authorized,  and  exceeding  their  authority,  in- 
cluding a  water-right  and  guaranteeing  the  number  and  varieties 
of  fruit  trees,  does  not  bind  the  owner.  Smith  v.  Craig,  112  P. 
513,  61  Wash.  528. 

(89)  Purchasers  of  realty  upon  abrogation  of  the  contract  for 
defects  in  title;  held,  entitled  to  recover  $400  from  the  broker 
and  $100  from  the  owner,  for  such  broker  had  acted  as  agent  for 
them,  and  $500,  the  entire  deposit,  if  he  had  acted  for  himself. 
Defxivo  V.  Rizzo,  149  P.  793,  27  Cal.  App.  200;  Id.,  149  P.  796, 
27  Cal.  App.  793. 

(90)  An  action  does  not  lie  by  one  who  has  contracted  with 
a  broker  to  purchase  land  owned  by  heirs,  to  recover  a  deposit 
made  on  account  of  purchase  price,  on  the  ground  that  there  is 
a  possibility  that  there  may  be  claims  against  the  estate  which 
would  be  a  lien  against  the  property,  where  the  defendant  offers 
to  procure  a  bond  and  pay  any  such  claims,  offering  a  deed  con- 
veying a  good  title  to  the  property,  free  from  incumbrances,  and 
the  plaintiff  failed  to  comply  or  tender  compliance  with  his  part 
of  the  contract.    Wynkoop  v.  Shoemaker,  37  App.  D.  C.  268. 

(91)  Where  plaintiff  applied  to  a  loan  broker  for  a  loan,  and 
the  broker's  principal  sent  the  loan  applied  for  to  the  broker,  to 
be  delivered  to  plaintiff  when  his  title  to  the  land,  on  which  trust 
deeds  were  offered  as  security,  was  perfected,  and  the  broker  was 
made  responsible,  and  violated  the  instruction  of  his  principal 
to  the  extent  of  advances  to  plaintiff,  and  for  money  to  satisfy  an 
outstanding  mortgage,  it  being  agreed  that  he  should  hold  balance 
until  the  defects  in  the  title  were  removed,  and  the  broker  pro- 
ceeded to  remove  the  defects,  and  after  part  of  them  had  been  re- 
moved made  another  payment  to  plaintiff,  plaintiff  can  not,  while 
the  other  defects  are  not  removed,  recover  the  balance  of  the  loan 
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from  the  broker.    Peters  t.  Carroll,  134  S.  W.  49,  153  Mo.  App. 
376. 

(92)  Where  a  loan  broker,  under  an  agreement  with  plaintiff, 
retains  part  of  the  loan  applied  for  till  defects  in  the  title  to  land 
offered  as  security  by  plaintiff  should  be  removed,  the  fact  that 
the  party  making  the  loan  demanded  that  plaintiff  pay  interest 
on  the  full  amount  of  the  loan  does  not  entitle  plaintiff  to  reoover 
the  balance  retained  by  the  broker.    Id. 

(93)  An  agent  of  liie  lender  held  entitled  to  recover  from  the 
applicant  for  the  loan  the  cost  of  obtaining  an  abstract.  Carroll 
V.  Lemmans,  147  S.  W.  1101,  164  Mo.  App.  655. 

(94)  A  broker  procuring  a  loan  was  not  the  agent  of  the  bor- 
rower to  receive  the  money,  and  the  lender's  payment  of  the 
broker's  draft  therefor  was  a  failure  of  ordinary  care.  Bobinson 
V.  Citizens*  Trust  Co,,  172  S.  W.  1160,  187  Mo.  App.  61. 

(96)  In  determining  whether  a  party  to  an  exchange  of  real 
estate  brought  about  by  one  who  acted  as  agent  for  both  par- 
ties is  precluded  from  voiding  contract  on  the  ground  that  she 
did  not  know  of  the  double  agency,  her  habits  of  life,  her  age, 
and  her  knowledge  of  the  English  language  should  be  considered. 
Neuman  v.  Friedman,  136  S.  W.  261,  166  Mo.  App.  142. 

(96)  A  tenant  in  common. who,  with  the  others,  has  made  a 
contract  to  sell  the  common  property,  is  not  liable  to  a  purchaser 
for  inducing  the  others  in  consummating  the  contract.  Daiy  v. 
Comwell,  64  N.  T.  Sup.  107,  34  App.  Div.  27. 

(97)  A  person  who  has  contracted  to  pay  conmiissions  on  a 
sale  of  real  estate  can  not  object  to  such  payment,  on  the  ground 
that  the  purchaser  offered  was  an  unincorporated  society,  inas- 
much as  such  an  association  may  lawfully  hold  title  to  real  prop- 
erty.   Barrett  v.  King,  64  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  641. 

(98)  Where  broker  was  to  sell  land  at  $22,000,  on  a  commis- 
sion of  6%,  and  a  contract  was  entered  into  at  $21,600,  which 
was  signed  and  agreed  to  by  the  owner,  with  proviso  that  broker 
should  get  an  even  $1,000  ^Vhen  the  sale  is  consummated,"  the 
latter  words  must  have  referred  to  some  different  event,  and  not 
the  time  of  signing  the  contract  of  sale.  Alison  v.  Chapman,  173 
P.  389,  —  Cal.  App.  — . 

(99)  In  partition,  a  contract  to  pay  commission  to  a  broker 
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for  finding  a  purchaser  is  a  question  of  law  for  the  court.    Buxton 
V.  Colver,  171  P.  1168,  102  Kan.  871. 

(100)  Pub.  Laws  1913,  1^238,  making  void  every  agreement, 
promise,  or  contract  to  pay  a  commission,  unless  in  writing,  does 
not  prevent  proof  of  agency  by  the  rescinding  vendee,  who  alleged 
fraud  of  the  agent  of  the  vendor,  such  statute  applying  only  as 
between  the  principal  and  the  agent.  Cox  v.  HoUce^oer,  160  N. 
W.  1004,  200  Mich.  86. 

(101)  When  the  language  of  a  brokerage  contract  is  ambiguous, 
the  construction  which  the  parties  have  themselves  put  upon  it 
is  very  controlling  in  determining  their  true  intention.  Miles  v. 
Lampe,  168  N.  W.  640,  —  Neb.  Sup.  — . 

(102)  Whether  a  broker  is  authorized  by  his  contract  to  exe- 
cute a  binding  contract  of  sale,  in  his  principal's  name,  depends 
upon  the  intention  of  the  parties,  which  must  be  determined  from 
the  whole  contract  in  the  light  of  the  circumstances.    Id. 

(103)  In  an  action  for  commission,  where  words  used  in  bro- 
ker's contract  as  to  net  price  to  owner  have  a  well-defined  legal 
meaning,  parties  must  be  presumed  to  have  used  them  with  such 
meaning,  in  the  absence  of  any  showing  that  they  intended  them 
to  have  a  different  meaning.  Burton  v.  Wilson,  205  S.  W.  655, 
—  Ark.  Sup.  — . 

(104)  In  statute  of  frauds.  Sec.  10,  as  amended  by  P.  L.  1911, 
p.  703,  relating  to  commissions  of  real  estate  brokers  for  effecting 
exchange  or  sale  of  lands,  the  word  '^exchange''  has  the  same 
meaning  as  at  common  law,  and  means,  a  mutual  grant  of  equal 
interests,  the  one  in  consideration  of  the  other.  Broker  held  en- 
titled to  recover  commissions.  Haber  v.  Goldberg,  105  A.  874,  — 
N.  J.  Ct.  of  Err.  and  App.  — . 

(105)  Although  agreement  between  principal  and  broker  for 
sale  of  realty  does  not  provide  the  rate  of  commission,  or  the 
time  as  required  by  Sec.  10  of  statute  of  frauds,  as  amended  by 
P.  L.  1911,  p.  703,  the  fixing  the  same  word  as  a  commission  is 
within  the  true  intent  of  act,  a  broker  is  entitled  to  recover  it.  Id. 

(106)  Supreme  Court  is  not  prepared  to  hold  that  Civ.  Code, 
Sec.  1624,  subd.  6,  requiring  agreements  authorizing  or  employing 
an  agent  or  broker  to  purchase  or  sell  realty  for  compensation  or 
commission  to  be  in  writing,  is  not  applicable  in  case  of  a  simple 
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contract  between  such  agent  or  broker  and  a  proposed  pTtrchaser 
to  obtain  option  for  purchase  of  realty.  Howard  v.  D.  W.  Hobsan 
Co,,  176  P.  716,  —  Cal.  Sup.  — . 

(107)  Where  broker,  in  reply  to  owner's  letter  inquiring  if 
broker  would  accept  a  specified  amount  as  compensation  for  ser- 
vices, declined  to  accept  such  amount,  and  stated  that  a  much 
greater  amount  would  be  right,  and  further  correspondence  did 
not  refer  to  broker's  compensation,  the  minds  of  the  parties  did 
not  meet,  and  there  was  no  enforceable  contract,  under  Bums's 
Ann.  Stat.  1914,  Sec.  7463,  requiring  broker's  contracts  to  pro- 
cure a  purchaser  of  real  estate,  in  consideration  of  certain  com- 
missions, to  be  in  writing.  Peters  t.  Martin,  122  N.  E.  16,  — 
Ind.  App.  — . 

(108)  A  memorandum  held  insufficient  under  L.  0.  L.,  Sec 
808,  on  which  to  base  an  action  for  commissions  earned  by  plain- 
tiff as  a  broker  in  a  sale  of  real  estate,  in  failing  to  state  consid- 
eration. Miller  v.  Payette  VaUey  Land  4k  Orchard  Co.,  178  P. 
987,  —  Or.  Sup.  — . 

(109)  In  oral  contract  that  if  plaintifl  could  sell  the  defend- 
ant's farm  for  a  price  and  ''upon  the  terms  named"  in  a  former 
written  contract,  defendant  would  pay  him  a  commission  of  3%, 
the  quoted  words  had  reference  to  the  price  specified,  and  not  to 
the  commission  to  be  paid,  if  the  property  ''is  sold,  exchanged  or 
bargained  for  by  either  party."  Ohan  v.  Ducharme,  106  A.  777, 
—  Vt.  Sup.  — . 

(110)  A  broker's  contract  for  commission  "upon  consummation 
of  exchange  within  24  hours,"  referred  to  execution  of  exchange 
agreement,  and  not  to  actual  exchange  of  deeds.  Levy  v.  Dusen- 
lerry,  163  P.  231,  32  Cal.  App.  411. 

(111)  Where  broker  had  procured  a  purchaser  within  time 
limited,  fact  that  actual  exchange  of  deeds  was  not  made  within 
time  allowed  for  inquiry  into  title  will  not  defeat  his  right  to 
commission.    Id. 

(112)  Where  a  broker  was  employed  to  sell  land  at  a  certain 
price,  and  did  so,  an  amoimt  spent  by  the  principal  to  put  the 
land  in  condition  to  bring  the  price  at  which  it  was  sold,  could 
not  be  deducted  from  the  selling  price  for  the  purpose  of  figuring 
the  broker's  commission.  Sackett  v.  Southern  Land  Co.,  161  N. 
W.  448,  —  Iowa  Sup.  — . 
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(113)  ITndeT  agreement  that  broker,  acting  in  the  purchase  of 
property,  should  have  one-third  of  net  profits  of  sale;  held,  that 
interest  on  the  enlistment  could  not  be  charged  in  determining 
the  amount  of  profits.  Young  v.  Canfield's  Eat,  164  P.  1134,  — 
Cal.  App.  — . 

(114)  A  contract  fixing  the  compensation  of  an  agent  to  sell 
property  at  the  excess  of  the  purchase  price  over  a  stated  sum; 
held,  plain  and  unambiguous,  so  that  it  could  not  be  so  modified 
as  to  entitle  the  agent  to  compensation  based  upon  what  the  pur- 
chase price  would  have  been,  if  the  contract  had  contained  the 
assumed  acreage.    Wame  v.  White,  164  N.  Y.  Sup.  30. 

(115)  A  broker  selling  realty  had  no  such  interest  in  contract 
for  purchase  of  land  secured  by  him  as  authorized  him  to  recover 
damages  for  loss  of  commission  from  proposed  purchaser  who  re- 
fused to  comply  with  contract.  HUl  v.  Alex(mder,  105  S.  W.  957, 
—  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — 

(116)  Broker  held  not  required  under  contract  to  pay  over 
money  collected  by  it  and  receive  back  its  commissions,  but  only 
required  to  pay  difference,  after  deducting  the  commissions 
earned.  Parker  v.  Seattle  Land  &  Imp.  Co.,  165  P.  1086,  — 
Wash.  Sup.  — . 

(117)  Assignee  of  real  estate  broker  held  not  entitled  to  re- 
cover from  owner  forfeited  amount  received  from  purchaser  and 
paid  by  broker  to  secure  execution  of  option  contract  by  owner. 
Hollwan  v.  Oerman  American  Mer.  Co.,  165  P.  30,  —  Wash. 
Sup.  — . 

(118)  A  broker  is  not  entitled  to  a  lien  on  the  property  sold 
for  his  commission.  Morse  v.  Duryea,  192  S.  W.  477,  174  Ky. 
234. 

(119)  If  seller  of  farm  was  to  receive  $40,000,  and  broker  ne- 
gotiating sale  was  to  receive  no  commission,  but  broker  procured 
buyer  to  pay  him  $1,000,  seller,  to  whom  buyer  paid  only  $40,000, 
was  not  liable  to  pay  buyer  back  $1,000,  being  retained  on  bro- 
ker's part.    Oo88willer  v.  Jansen,  162  N.  W.  45,  —  Iowa  Sup.  — . 

(120)  If  realty  broker,  who  negotiated  sale  of  farm,  was  not 
entitled  to  commission  from  seller,  and  buyer  paid  him  $1,000, 
on  representation  such  was  case,  intending  to  deduct  amount 
from  payment  to  seller,  seller  was  entitled  to  demand  and  take 
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full  price,  without  deduction,  and  buyer  to  recover  from  broker 
amount  paid  him  on  his  representation.    Id. 

(121)  Under  contract  giving  exclusive  agency  for  the  sale  of 
lots,  after  specifying  time,  with  provision  for  transfer  of  unsold 
lots  when  principal  had  received  the  aggregate  sum  due  him; 
lield,  that  payments  from  the  fund  collected  after  termination  of 
the  contract  period  could  not  be  excluded  in  determining  whether 
sufficient  sales  were  made  within  that  time.  Cole  v.  Merchant 
Trust  Co.,  166  P.  871,  —  Cal.  App.  — . 

(122)  "Ability,''  within  the  rule  that,  to  be  entitled  to  com- 
mission,  the  broker  must  procure  a  customer  able,  etc.,  means 
that  he  must  have  the  money  at  the  time  for  cash  payment,  and 
not  merely  property  on  which  he  could  raise  it.  Begnor  v.  Mack- 
rill,  164  N.  W.  335,  —  Iowa  Sup.  — . 

(123)  Where  a  broker  brought  a  landowner  and  a  corporation 
together,  and  a  lease  of  the  land  was  made  to  the  corporation,  to- 
gether with  an  option  to  purchase,  the  broker  to  have  a  certain 
commission  if  the  corporation  exercised  its  option,  a  sister  of  a 
stockholder  who  controlled  the  corporation  could  purchase  the 
land  for  her  own  use  and  benefit,  without  the  land  being  bur- 
dened with  a  lien  for  the  broker's  commission.  Saunders  v. 
Berry,  214  S.  W.  68,  —  Ark.  Sup.  — . 

(124)  Under  authority  to  broker  to  sell  lands,  terms,  •'not  less 
than  one-fifth  down,  balance  in  four  equal  annual  instalments,'' 
principals  were  not  bound  by  a  sale  15/26  of  price  payable  at 
date  of  transfer  of  an  equity  to  broker,  balance  in  two  annual  in- 
stalments, shortly  afterwards  discounted  and  paid  to  broker,  and 
appropriated  by  him,  all  without  knowledge  of  principals.  Schmal- 
ing  V.  Swain,  183  P.  580,  —  Cal.  App.  — . 

(125)  Owners'  agreement  to  pay  broker  a  commission  **if  the 
property  is  sold  or  exchanged  before  six  months,  is  terminable, 
regardless  of  who  negotiated  the  salef  held  legal.  Oreene  v. 
Minn.  Billiard  Co.,  176  N.  W.  239,  —  Wis.  Sup.  — . 

(126)  In  view  of  Be  v.  Acts,  Sec.  6084,  defining  an  agreement 
to  sell  and  buy,  and  Sees.  6031,  5039,  5041,  6043,  as  to  the  con- 
struction of  contracts,  a  contract  to  sell  land,  providing  for  pay- 
ments in  instalments,  the  deposit  of  the  deed  in  escrow,  and  the 
forfeiture  of  payments  for  default;  held,  not  a  '^selling  within 
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the  agreement  to  pay  a  commission  to  the  broker''  at  time  of  sale. 
Wright  Land  &  Inv.  Co.  v.  Evan,  186  P.  681,  —  Mont.  Sup.  — . 

(127)  In  a  broker's  action  for  commission,  instructions  requir- 
ing the  jury,  before  finding  for  plaintiff,  to  find  that  the  pur- 
chaser was  influenced  to  purchase  the  land  by  plaintiff,  were  not 
erroneous,  as  "influenced'%  is  practically  synonymous  with  "in- 
duced** or  ''procured'*,  and,  if  anything,  is  weaker  than  those 
words.  Schwabe  v.  Estes,  218  S.  W.  908,  —  Mo.  App.  — ;  Low 
V.  Paddock,  220  S.  W.  969,  —  Mo.  App.  — . 

(128)  Agreement  by  large  stockholder  to  pay  broker  a  commis- 
sion for  effecting  a  sale  of  corporate  lands;  Tield,  when  construed 
with  reference  to  an  option  contract  executed  by  the  corporation 
only  shortly  before,  to  be  conditioned  upon  payment  in  accord- 
ance with  tiie  terms  of  the  option  contract.  Hartman  v.  Selling, 
189  P,  887,  —  Or.  Sup.  — . 


PART  VI. 

FORMS.    USTING.  BROKERAGE  AND 

OTHER  CONTRACTS. 

020 


No.  1 
Usting  of  Ftoper^  ^dtii  Agent  for  Bale 

I, ,  the  owner  in  fee  simple  of ,  do  hereby  au- 
thorize and  appoint ,  a  real  estate  dealer  of ,  as 

my  agent  to  procure  the  sale  of  the  above-mentioned  real  estate, 
and  agree  to  convey  the  same  nvhen  a  purchaser  has  been  secured. 
I  further  agree  that  said  property  shall  be  left  with  said  real 
estate  dealer  for  sale,  for months  from  date,  and  there- 
after until  thirty  days*  notice  in  writing  of  withdrawal,  and  if 

said   shall  sell,  or  in  any  manner  be  instrumental  in 

selling  said  real  estate  during  said  time,  I  will  pay  said > 

for  his  services, dollars,  the  same  to  be  paid  to  him  out 

of  the  first  money  received  on  sucK  sale.  I  will  furnish  abstract 
showing  safe  title  in  case  of  sale,  and  I  agree  not  to  place  said 
property  in  the  hands  of  any  other  agenf  or  agents  during  the 
continuance  of  this  agreement.    Property  listed  at  $ 

Witness  my  hand  this day  of ,19 

,19 

hereby  accept  this  agency  for  said  property  on  the 

terms  stated. 


,19 

hereby  agree  to  purchase  the  above  described  property, 

at  the  nrice,  and  upon  the  terms  above  stated. 


No.  2 
Ufltiiig  of  Property  wHh  Agent  for  Sale  (another  Form) 

This  agreement  made  this day  of ,  19. . . .,  be- 
tween   ,  of ,  hereinafter  called  principal,  and , 

hereinafter  called  agent,  witnesseth: 

That  said  principal  has  this  day  placed  with  said  real  estate 

031 
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agent  for  sale  the  following  described  real  estate,  of  which  said 
principal  is  the  owner  in  fee  simple,  located  in  the  township  of 

9  county  of ,  State  of ,  and  more  partica* 

larly  described  as  follows  (here  insert  description)  : 

Said  real  estate  agent  shall  have  the  agency  and  sale  of  said 
property  for  a  period  of months  from  date,  at  the  stipu- 
lated price  of dollars.    If  said  real  estate  agent  shall  sell 

said  property  for  said  price,  or  some  lower  price  which  said  prin- 
cipal may  authorize  him  to  accept,  then  said  real  estate  agent  shall 

receive  a  commission  of per  cent  on  said  sale.     If  said 

real  estate  agent  shall  sell  said  property  for  more  than  the  price 
named  above,  said  principal  hereto  agrees  to  divide  said  excess, 
half  and  half,  with  said  real  estate  agent,  in  addition  to  his  com- 
mission. 


,19 

hereby  accept  this  agency  for  said  property  on  the 

terms  stated. 


,19 

hereby  agree  to  pnrchase  the  above  described  property, 

at  the  price,  and  upon  the  terms  above  stated. 


No.  8 

Exclusive  Agency  for  fhe  Sale  of  Seal  Estate 

I  hereby  employ  the  ......  agency  as  my  sole  agent,  and  give 

it  the  exclusive  right  to  sell,  as  such  agent,  for  ..'....  months, 

and  thereafter  until  terminated  by  five  days'  notice,  in  writing, 
from  me,  to  sell  or  assist  in  selling,  to  exchange,  or  assist  in  ex- 
changing, or  finding  a  purchaser,  for  the  following  described  real 

estate,  situate  in township,  county  and  State  of 

,  to-wit: ,  for  the  sum  and  price  of 

dollars,  or  such  other  sum  as  may  be  hereafter  agreed  upon,  upon 

the  following  terms,  to-wit:  deferred  payments  to  bear per 

cent,  interest  from  date  of  sale,  and  be  secured  by  first  mortgage 
on  said  real  estete. 
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And  I  hereby  agree  and  bind  myself  on  demand  to  pay  to  said 
agency  but  of  the  first  purchase  money  paid  on  said  real  estate, 
upon  sale  being  effected,  directly  or  indirectly,  for  its  services 

in  securing  such  purchaser,  a  commission  of   per  cent. 

upon  whatever  amount  said  property  is  sold  for,  and  should  above 
property  be  sold  to  parties  who  have  been  negotiating  with  said 
agent  for  said  property,  within  sixty  days  after  withdrawal  of 
this  contract  of  agency,  the  above  named  commission  is  then  due 
such  agency. 

The  agency  agrees  to  pay  for  advertising  said  property  and 
pushing  the  sale  as  fast  as  possible,  and  to  charge  nothing  except 
in  the  event  of  sale  as  aforesaid. 

Witness  my  hand  this day  of ,  19 


hereby  accept  this  agency  for  said  property  on  the  terms 

stated. 


hereby  agree  to  purchase  the  above  described  property, 

at  the  price,  and  upon  the  terms  above  stated. 


No.  4 

Beal  Estate  Board  Contract  of  Ezdnsiye  Agency  to  Sell 

Real  Estate 

■    ••••■..•••••a,      Xtf  .    .    •    . 

To 

In  consideration  of  your  listing  for  sale  and  undertaking  to 
find  a  purchaser  for  the  real  estate  described  on  the  memorandum 
on  the  reverse  side  of  this  card,  I  hereby  grant  and  give  to  you 

the  sole  and  exclusive  right  to  sell  the  same  for  a  period  of 

from  this  time,  and  thereafter  until  notified  by  me  in 

writing. 

In  the  event  said  real  estate  is  sold  by  you,  or  by  myself,  or  by 
any  other  person  or  agent  during  the  said  time,  for  such  price, 
and  upon  said  terms,  or  for  a  price  and  upon  terms  acceptable  to 
me,  then,  and  in  either  of  said  events,  in  consideration  of  your 
services  in  this  connection,  I  promise  and  agree  to  pay  you  a 


934  AMEBICAN  LAW  BEAL  ESTATE  AGENCI^ 

regular  fixed  conunifision,  as  adopted  by  fhe real  estate 

boards  or  in  the  event  said  real  estate  is  traded  or  exchanged  by 
myself  for  other  property  during  said  time,  and  whether  by  and 
through  your  efforts  or  through  my  own  efforts,  or  by  the  efforts 
of  some  other  person  or  agent,  I  promise  and  agree  to  pay  yoa 
such  commission  on  the  list  price  fixed  in  said  memorandum. 


•  •••••••••••••••,  j.«f •  •  ■  • 

hereby  accept  this  agency  for  said  property  on  the  terms 

stated. 


hereby  agree  to  purchase  the  above  described  property, 

at  the  price,  and  upon  the  terms  above  stated. 


No.  6 

Uniform  Bale  Contract  Adopted  by  tha  CHndniiati  Baal 

Estate  Board 

hereby  authorize.  •  and  employ as  sole  agent 

to  sell  the  following  described  property,  situate  in  the   , 

county  of ,  and  State  of ,  and  known  as ,  for 

the  sum  of dollars,  payable 

guarantee.,  a  marketable  title,  and  will  convey  said 

property  by  deed  of  general  warranty,  in  fee  simple,  with  release 
of  dower,  and  in  consideration  of  your  efforts  to  secure  a  pur- 
chaser,   ,  agree.,  to  pay  you  a  commission  of per 

cent,  on  the  sum  for  which  said  property  may  be  sold  or.  ex- 
changed ;  and  further  agree  that  you  shall  have  the  exclusive  right 
to  sell  said  property  for  a  period  of  six  months,  and  thereafter, 

until written  notice  withdrawing  the  same,  and  that  you 

shall  be  entitled  to  your  commission  if  the  property  is  sold  or  ex- 
changed by  you,  or  the  undersigned,  or  any  other  person,  at  any 
price  acceptable  to  the  undersigned  during  the  existence  of  this 
contract. 

.......    ..a...    ...a       X  V  ....  ....•••.....         .......•..•■ 
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hereby  accept.,  this  agency  for  said  property  on  the 

terms  stated. 

•    •••••••••••••••y      X  V  •    •    •    • 

hereby  agree.,  to  purchase  the  above  described  prop- 

erty,  at  the  price,  and  upon  the  terms  above  stated. 

(On  the  form,  there  is  space  on  the  back  to  insert  description.) 

No.  6 

Uniform  Oontraot  to  Prooure  a  Pnrdiaaer  Adopted  by  fhe 

CMnoiimati  Eeal  Estate  Board 

I  hereby  agree  to  sell  the  following  property,  viz.:     (describe 

the  same),  for  the  snm  of  dollars,  payable   (state  the 

terms),  and  anthorize   to  procure  a  purchaser  for  the 

same,  and  agree  to  pay a  commission  of per  cent. 

on  the  amount  for  which  said  property  may  be  sold.    I  guarantee 
the  title  good,  and  will  convey  by  deed  of  general  warranty,  with 

release  of  dower.     In  consideration  of efforts  to  find  a 

purchaser,  I  agree  that shall  have  the  exclusive  right  to 

sell  said  property  for  six  months,  and  thereafter  until  I  give 

written  notice  withdrawing  the  same.    It  is  further  agreed 

that shall  be  entitled  to commission  if  the  prop- 
erty is  sold  during  the  existence  of  this  contract  by or  the 

undersigned,  or  any  other  person,  at  any  price  acceptable  to  the 
xmdersigned. 


•  •^•a  ............    Xv.  ... 

hereby  accept  the  agency  for  said  property  on  the  terms 

above  stated. 


I  hereby  agree  to  purchase  the  above  described  property  at  the 
price  and  upon  the  terms  above  stated. 
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No.  7 
Employment  of  Agent  to  Secure  a  Loan 

•  •••••••••••••y    JLar  •  •  •  • 

To 

I, ,  do  hereby  authorize  and  appoint  yon  as  my  agent 

to  procure  for  me  a  loan  of dollars,  to  be  secured  by  a 

mortgage  on  my  real  estate,  which  I  own  in  fee  simple,  and  which 
is  described  as  follows,  to-wit:  (here  insert  description  contained 
in  the  deed),  and  agree  to  furnish  to  the  lender,  or  his  attorney, 
an  abstract  of  title,  showing  the  title  to  be  clear  and  unincum- 
bered (if  incumbered,  state  to  whom,  the  amount  of  the  mort- 
gage, and  the  book  and  page  where  recorded),  and  promise  to 
execute  and  deliver  a  mortgage,  with  release  of  dower,  to  secure 
the  payment  of  the  aforesaid  sum,  whidi  shall  be  made  payable 
in  ....  years  from  date,  and  to  bear  interest  at  not  to  exceed 
per  cent,  per  annum. 

I  further  agree  that  on  procuring  the  said  loan  I  will  pay  to 

you  a  commisaion  of per  cent,  on  the  amount  of  the  loan. 

Your  agency  to  be  exclusive,  and  to  continue  until ,  19. . ., 

and  thereafter  until  written  notice  from  me  withdrawing  same. 


,19 

hereby  accept  this  agency  on  the  terms  stated. 


No.  8 

Power  of  Attorney  to  Sell  Lands 

Know  all  men  by  these  presents,  that  I,   ,  of  

have  made,  constituted  and  appointed,  and  by  these  presents  do 

make,  constitute  and  appoint of  ,  my  true  and 

lawful  attorney  in  fact,  for  me  and  in  my  name,  place  and  stead, 
to  bargain,  sell,  and  convey  in  fee  simple,  by  deed  of  geneiral  war- 
ranty, for  such  price,  upon  such  terms  of  credit,  and  to  such  per- 
son or  persons,  as  he  shall  think  fit,  the  following  described  prem- 
ises, situate  in county,  and  State  of ,  and  described 

as  follows:  (describe  the  property),  giving  and  granting  unto 
my  said  attorney  full  power  and  authority  to  do  and  perform  all 
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and  every  act  and  thing  whatsoeyer,  requisite  and  necessary  to  be 
done  in  and  abont  the  premises,  as  fidly>  to  all  intents  and  pur- 
poses, as  I  might  or  could  do,  if  personally  present,  with  full 
power  of  substitution  and  revocation;  hereby  ratifying  and  con- 
firming all  that  my  said  attorney  or  his  substitute  shall  lawfully 
do,  or  cause  to  be  done,  by  virtue  hereof. 

In  witness  whereof,  I  have  hereunto  set  my  hand  and  seal, 

this day  of ,  19 

Signd,  sealed,  and  acknowl-  (Seal) 

edged  in  presence  of  us : 


(This  must  be  acknowledged  before  a  Notary  Public.) 

If  it  is  necessary,  under  the  laws  of  the  state,  that  the  wife  join 

in  the  deed  of  her  husband,  then  she  should  join  in  the  power  of 

attorney  to  sell  lands. 

No.  9 
Power  of  Attorney  to  Lease  Lands 

Know  all  men,  that  I, ,  of  the of ,  state 

of ,  do  hereby  constitute  and  appoint ,  of  the 

of ,  state  of ,  my  attorney  in  fact,  for  me  and  in  my 

name  to  demise,  lease,  and  to  farm  let,  by  leases,  duly  executed, 
for  such  term  or  number  of  years,  to  such  person  or  persons,  at 
such  yearly  or  other  rents,  in  money  or  kind,  as  he  may  think  fit, 
the  following  premises,  or  any  part  thereof,  situate  in  (here  de- 
scribe the  premises).  Hereby  ratifying  and  confirming  all  such 
agreements,  receipt  for  rent,  leases,  and  other  things,  which  shall 
be  made,  executed,  or  acknowledged  in  the  premises,  by  my  said 
attorney,  the  same  as  if  I  were  personally  present  and  did  the 
same. 

In  witness  whereof,  I,  the  said ,  have  hereimto  set  my 

hand  and  seal,  this day  of ,  19 

Signed,  sealed  and  delivered  (Seal) 

in  presence  of: 


If  it  is  necessary  that  the  lease  be  acknowledged  and  recorded, 
then  the  power  also  must  be. 
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No.  10 

Contract  for  the  Sale  of  Seal  Estate 

This  agreement  made  and  entered  into  at ,  this 

day  of ,  19. . . .,  by  and  between ,  of ,  wit- 

nesseth  that  the  said hath  sold,  and  doth  agree  to  convey 

in  fee  simple  unto  said ,  his  heirs  and  assigns  forever,  by 

a  good  and  sufficient  deed  of  general  warranty,  with  release  of 

dower,  on  or  before  the day  of ,  19 ,  upon  the 

punctual  payment  by  said   of  the  consideration  money 

hereinafter  mentioned,  the  following  premises,  situate  in , 

county  of ,  and  State  of ,  and  bounded  and  described 

as  follows:  (here  give  description  as  in  the  deed),  together  with 
all  the  privileges  and  appurtenances  to  the  same  belonging,  and 
all  the  rents,  issues  and  profits  thereof. 

And  the  said ,  for  himself,  and  for  his  heirs,  executors, 

administrators,  and  assigns,  does  covenant  and  agree  to  and  with 

,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  that  he  will  pay  to  the  said , 

his  heirs  and  assigns,  the  sum  of dollars,  the  consideration 

money  for  said  premises,  in  the  manner  following: dollan 

at  the  time  the  said shall  execute  and  deliver  a  good  and 

sufficient  deed  of  general  warranty;  dollars  in  one  year, 

and dollars  in  two  years  thereafter,  the  same  to  be  secured 

by  notes  and  mortgages  on  the  premises. 

All  assessments  and  taxes  that  now  are  or  may  hereafter  be 
levied  or  assessed  on  said  premises  are  to  be  paid  in  the  manner 
following:  all  assessments  levied  hereafter  to  be  paid  by  the  said 

The  said    to  pay  the  taxes  due  and  payable 

,  19 The  said   hereby  agrees  that  the  said 

shall  enter  into  possession  of  said  premises  on  the 

day  of ,  19. . . .,  to  use  and  improve  as  his  own,  in  a  good 

and  husbandlike  manner. 

Tt  is  understood  by  and  between  the  parties  to  this  agreement, 

that  if  the  said shall  fail  to  pay  the  said  consideration 

money,  or  the  assessments  or  taxes  as  herein  stipulated,  then  this 
agreement  to  be  void  as  it  regards  the  said ,  at  his  optioo. 

In  testimony  whereof,  the  said and have  here- 
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unto  set  their  hands  and  seals,  the  day  and  year  first  above 
written. 

Signed  and  sealed  in  the  pres- 
ence of  ns : 


No.  11 

Aj^reement  for  Sale  and  Pnrehase  of  Land 

Agreement  made  and  entered  into  on  this day  of  19. ., 

between ,  of y  hereinafter  called  vendor^  and y 

of y  hereinafter  called  purchaser^  being  respectively  parties 

of  the  first  and  second  part. 

1.  The  said  vendor  agrees  to  sell  and  the  said  purchaser  to 

bny,  for  the  snm  of dollars/  all  these  parcels  of  land/ 

with  the  buildings  (if  any)  thereto  belongings  situate  at y 

in  the  county  of   ,  bounded  and  described  as  follows:" 

(here  describe) ,  all  which  said  premises  are  set  forth  in  the  plans 
hereto  annexed  and  signed  by  both  parties  hereto,  together  with 
all  the  rights,  privileges  and  appurtenances  thereunto  belonging, 
or  in  any  wise  incident  or  appurtenant  thereto.* 

2.  And  the  vendor  further  agrees  that  he  will,  at  his  own  ex- 
pense, prepare,  and  within days  from  date  hereof,  deliver 

to  said  purchaser,  or  to  his  attorneys,  an  unexecuted  deed  of  said 
premises,  or  will  furnish  him  with  other  suflScient  information  to 
enable  him  to  examine  the  title  to  the  said  premises. 

3.  Should  the  purchaser  insist  on  any  objection  to  the  title 
or  conveyance  which  the  vendor  may  be  unable  or  unwilling  to 
remove  or  comply  with,  the  vendor  may,  at  any  time,  rescind  this 
agreement  of  sale,  and,  in  that  event,  he  shall  return  the  deposit 
to  the  purchase*"  who  shall  not  be  entitled  to  any  interest,  dam- 
ages or  waste. 

4.  If  there  should  be  any  error  or  omission  affecting  the  quan* 
tity  of  the  land,  or  in  the  description  of  the  property,  before  the 
actual  conveyance  of  the  same,  but  not  afterwards,  compensation 
shall  be  allowed  or  given,  as  the  case  may  require. 

5.  A  deposit  of dollars  of  the  purchase  money  shall 

be  paid  by  the  purchaser  to  the  vendor  on  the  execution  of  this 


940  AMERICAN  LAW  BEAL  ESTATE  AGENCY. 

agreement,  and  the  remainder  of  the  purchase  money  shall  be 

paid  to  him  on  the  .......  day  of next;'  and  therenpon 

the  vendor,  and  all  other  necessary  parties,  if  any,  shall  ezecnte 
a  proper  conveyance  of  the  premises  to  the  purchaser,  in  fee 
simple,  free  from  all  incumbrances. 

6.  Possession  of  said  premises  shall  be  delivered  to  said  pur- 
chaser on  the day  of next,  and  as  and  from  that 

date  all  rents,  taxes,  all  other  income  or  charges  shall,  if  neces- 
sary, be  apportioned  between  the  vendor  and  purchaser. 

7.  If  from  any  cause  whatever,  except  from  the  wilful  neglect 
or  default  of  the  vendor,  the  completion  of  the  purchase  shall  be 

delayed  beyond  the  said day  of next,  the  purchaser 

shall  pay  interest  at  the  rate  of per  cent,  per  annum  on 

the  balance  of  his  purchase  money  from  fhat  date  until  the  pur- 
chase shall  be  completed. 

8.  If  the  purchaser  shall  neglect  or  fail  to  comply  with  the 
foregoing  stipulations  on  his  part,  the  vendor  shall  be  at  liberty 
to  rescind  the  present  sale  and  to  resell  the  premises  at  auction 
or  private  contract ;  and  any  deficiency  in  price  which  may  happen 
on  said  resale,  together  with  all  expenses  attending  it,  shall  im- 
mediately afterward  be  repaid  by  the  present  purchaser  to  the 
vendor,  and  shall  be  recoverable  as  liquidated  damages. 

In  witness  whereof,  etc. 

1  If  the  consideration  la  payable  otherwise  than  In  cash,  here  add: 
to  be  paid  as  hereinafter  mentioned. 

sif  a  moiety  or  other  undivided  Interest  be  sold,  here  Insert:  all 
that  undivided  moiety  (or  other  portion)  of  said  estate. 

>ln  case  all  or  any  part  of  the  premises  are  occupied  by  tenants, 
here  add:  and  which  said  premises  (or  a  part  of  which  said  premises) 
are  In  the  occupation  of  the  several  tenants,  as  shown  by  the  schedule 
hereto  annexed. 

4  If  sold  subject  to  any  exception  or  reservation,  state  same  here. 
If  sold  subject  to'  a  mortgac^e  add:    The  said  premises  are  sold  sub- 
ject to  a  mortgage  for  the  sum  of  dollars,  made  by  said  vendor  to 
,  dated day  of  19....,  which  said  mortgage,  with  the  in- 
terest thereon,  from  and  after  the  day  of 19....,  the 

said  purchaser  hereby  assumes. 

If  sold  subject  to  tenancies  add:  The  said  premises  are  sold  subject 
to  the  existing  tenancies,  a  schedule  of  which  shall  be  given  to  the 
purchaser  upon  the  execution  of  the  conveyance  herein  provided  for. 

8  Indicate  the  place  selected  to  close  the  transaction;  1.  e.,  to  pay 
the  remainder  of  the  purchase  money,  and  to  execute  and  deliver  the 
deed. 
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No.  12 

Aj^reement  for  the  Sale  of  Land,  with  Special  Conditions 

Agreement  made  this day  of ,  19. . . .,  between 

,  of y  hereinafter  called  the  vendor^  and ,  of 

,  hereinafter  called  the  purchaser. 

1.  The  said  vendor  agrees  to  sell  and  the  said  purchaser  agrees 

to  buy,  for  the  sum  of   dollars,  whereof dollars 

shall  be  paid  immediately  on  the  execution  of  this  agreement,  and 

the  residue  on  the   day  of next,  at  the  office  of 

,  when  and  where  the  purchase  shall  be  completed,  in  fee 

simple,  free  from  any  incumbrances,  of  all  that  estate  situate  at 
,  bounded  and  described  as  follows: 

2.  The  vendor  shall  prepare,  or  cause  to  be  prepared  at  his 
own  expense,  a  proper  deed  of  conveyance  (with  full  covenants 
of  warranty)  of  the  premises  to  the  purchaser,  and  shall  deliver 
such  deed,  or  cause  it  to  be  delivered  to  the  purchaser,  or  his  at- 
torney, for  examination,  not  less  than days  before  the  said 

day  of ,  19 

3.  The  possession  shall  be  retained  by  the  vendor  up  to  the 
said  date  fixed  for  completion  of  the  purchase,  when  the  purchaser 
shall  pay  the  residue  of  the  purchase  money,  and  the  vendor  shall 
execute  said  deed,  whereupon  possession  shall  be  delivered  at  once 
to  the  purchaser. 

4.  All  taxes,  rates  and  assessments  upon  said  property,  not 
discharged  by  the  vendor,  shall  be  apportioned  between  him  and 
the  purchaser  as  from  that  day. 

5.  If  from  any  cause  whatever  the  purchase  shall  not  be  com- 
pleted on  the  said day  of ,  19. . . .,  the  purchaser 

shall  pay  interest  at  the  rate  of per  cent,  per  annum  on 

the  unpaid  purchase  money  from  that  date  until  the  completion 
of  the  purchase. 

In  witness  whereof,  etc. 
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No.  13 

Agreement  for  Sale,  with  Special  Cenditioiui  (Short  Form) 

Agreement  made  the day  of  19. .  • ,,  between ,  of 

,  party  of  the  first  part,  and ,  of ,  party  of 

the  second  part. 

1.  The  said  party  of  the  first  part,  for  the  consideration  here- 
inafter mentioned,  covenants,  promises  and  agrees  with  the  said 
party  of  the  second  part,  that  he,  the  party  of  the  first  part,  shall 

and  will,  on  or  before  the day  of next,  at  the  cost 

and  charge  of  the  said  party  of  the  first  part,  by  a  good  and  snflS- 
cient  deed  of  conveyance,  free  from  all  incumbrances,  grant  and 
convey  nnto  the  said  party  of  the  second  part,  all  that  parcel  of 

land ,  together  with  all  and  singular  the  buildings  and 

other  improvements  and  appurtenances  thereunto  belonging,  to 
have  and  to  hold  to  him,  tiie  said  party  of  the  second  par^  his 
heirs  and  assigns  forever. 

2.  And  the  said  party  of  the  second  part  hereby  covenants, 
promises  and  agrees  with  the  said  party  of  the  first  part,  that  he, 
the  said  party  of  the  second  part,  shall  and  will  well  and  truly 
pay  unto  the  said  party  of  the  first  part,  the  sum  of dol- 
lars, upon  the  delivery  of  the  aforesaid  mentioned  deed  of  convey* 
ance. 

In  witness  whereof,  etc 

No.  14 

Agreement  for  tiie  Sale  of  Land,  with  Provision  Against 

Nuisances 

This  indenture,  made  this  .-...•  day  of ,  19....,  be- 
tween   ,  of ,  party  of  the  first  part,  and ,  of 

,  party  of  the  second  part,  witnesseth: 

Said  party  of  the  first  part,  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of 
dollars  to  him  in  hand  paid,  and  of  the  covenants,  agree- 
ments and  conditions  herein,  hereby  agrees  to  sell  unto  the  said 
party  of  the  second  part,  all  that  certain  piece  of  land  in  the 
county  of and  State  of ,  described  as  fol- 
lows: (describe),  for  which  the  said  party  of  the  second  part 
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hereby  agrees  to  pay  said  party  of  the  first  part  in  maimer  follow- 
ing: 

Said  party  of  the  first  part,  upon  receiving  snch  payments,  in 
the  manner  and  at  the  times  hereinabove  specified,  shall  execute 
and  deliver  to  said  party  of  the  second  part,  or  to  his  assigns,  a 
warranty  deed,  conveying  said  premises,  free  from  all  incum- 
brances, and  said  deed  shall  contain  a  provision  against  the  al- 
lowance or  permission  of  nuisances,  especially  as  to  the  erection 
of  buildings  as  follows:    No  cottage,  or  other  building,  shall  be 

erected  or  permitted  within  fifty  feet  of  the  front  line  of 

street,  nor  within feet  of  the  street  line,  or  any  other  lot 

in  said  premises;  and  said  party  of  the  second  part,  his  heirs, 
executors,  administrators  or  assigns,  shall  not,  at  any  time  here- 
after, during  his  or  their  ownership,  erect,  make,  establish,  carry 
on  and  promote,  cause  or  suffer  to  be  erected,  established  or  car- 
ried on,  in  any  manner,  on  the  above  described  premises,  any 
slaughter-house,  livery-stable,  soap-factory,  foundry,  tanning- 
•  factory,  bakery,  gunpowder-factory,  or  other  manufactory,  trade, 
business  or  calling  whatsoever,  which  may  be,  in  any  way,  noxious 
or  offensive  to  said  neighborhood,  or  to  erect,  build  or  conmience 
any  building  whatsoever  with  intent  to  use  the  same  for  any  of 
the  purposes  aforesaid. 

And  it  is  understood  that  the  stipulations  herein  shall  apply  to 
and  bind  the  heirs,  administrators  and  assigns  of  the  respective 
parties  hereto. 

In  witness  whereof,  etc. 

No.  16 
Agreement  for  the  Purchaae  of  Farm  Land  on  Long  Time 

Agreement  made  this day  of ,  19.  • . .,  between 

,  of ,  party  of  the  first  part,  and ,  of , 

party  of  the  second  part 

1.    Said  party  of  the  first  part,  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of 

dollars,  to  be  paid  to  the  said  party  of  the  first  part,  and 

of  the  covenants  to  be  performed  by  the  said  party  of  the  second 
part,  as  hereinafter  expressed,  hereby  agrees  to  sell  to  the  said 
party  of  the  second  part,  all  that  certain  tract  of  land  situate  in 
the  township  of ,  county  of ,  and  State  of , 
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known  and  described  as  follows:  (describe),  with  the  privileges 
and  appurtenances  thereunto  belonging. 

2.  The  said  party  of  the  second  part^  in  consideration  of  the 
covenants  herein  contained  on  behalf  of  the  said  party  of  the  first 
part,  agrees  to  purchase  of  the  said  party  of  the  first  part  the 
above  described  land,  and  to  pay  for  the  same  to  said  party  of 
the  first  part,  or  his  legal  representatives,  the  sum  of dol- 
lars, in  manner  following,  that  is  to  say  (set  forth  in  detail  the 
terms  of  payment),  with  interest,  to  be  computed  from  the  date 

of  these  presents,  at  the  rate  of per  cent,  per  annum  on 

the  whole  sum  that  shall  be,  from  time  to  time,  unpaid,  and  to  be 

paid  annually,  both  principal  and  interest  to  be  paid  at 

aforesaid;  and  also,  that  he  will,  so  long  as  any  part  of  the  prin- 
cipal or  interest  of  the  said  consideration  money  remains  unpaid, 
well  and  faithfully,  in  due  season,  in  each  and  every  year,  pay, 
or  cause  to  be  paid,  all  taxes  and  assessments,  ordinary  and  ex- 
traordinary, that  may,  for  any  purpose  whatever,  be  levied  or  as- 
sessed on  said  premises  or  on  this  contract;  and  that  he  will  not 
commit,  or  suffer  any  other  person  to  commit,  any  waste  or  dam- 
age to  the  said  land,  or  the  appurtenances,  except  for  firewood  or 
otherwise,  for  his  own  use,  or  while  clearing  the  lands  for  cultiva- 
tion in  the  ordinary  manner. 

3.  That  said  party  of  the  first  part  further  covenants  and 
agrees  with  the  said  party  of  the  second  part,  that  upon  the  faith- 
ful performance  by  the  said  party  of  the  second  part  of  the  cove- 
nants and  agreements  by  him  to  be  performed,  and  upon  the  pay- 
ment of  the  several  sums  of  money  above  mentioned,  and  the  in- 
terest thereon,  at  the  times,  in  the  manner,  and  at  the  place  above 
mentioned,  to  the  said  party  of  the  first  part,  that  thereupon  the 
said  party  of  the  first  part  will  well  and  faithfully  execute  and 
deliver  a  good  and  sufficient  deed  or  deeds,  and  thereby  convey  to 
the  said  party  of  the  second  part,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  a  good  and 
unincumbered  title,  in  fee  simple,  of  the  above  described  premises, 
with  their  appurtenances. 

4.  It  is  further  mutually  covenanted  and  agreed,  by  and  be- 
tween the  parties  hereto,  that  the  said  party  of  the  second  part 
may  enter  on  the  said  land,  and  remain  thereon  and  cultivate  the 
same,  as  long  as  he  shall  fulfil  and  perform  all  the  covenants  and 
agreements  hereinbefore  mentioned,  on  his  part  to  be  fulfilled  and 
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performed^  and  no  longer;  and  that  if  he  Bhall,  at  any  time  heie- 
after,  yiolate  or  neglect  to  fulfil  any  of  said  agreements,  he  shall 
forfeit  all  right  or  claim  imder  this  contract,  and  be  liable  to  said 
party  of  the  first  part  for  damages,  and  shall  also  be  liable  to  be 
removed  from  the  said  land,  in  the  eame  manner  as  is  provided 
by  law  for  the  removal  of  a  tenant  who  holds  over  after  the  ex- 
piration of  his  lease.  It  shall  be  lawful  for  the  said  party  of  the 
first  part,  at  any  time  after  the  violation  or  non-fulfillment  of 
any  of  the  said  agreements  on  the  part  of  the  said  party  of  the 
second  part,  to  sell  and  convey  the  land,  or  any  part  thereof,  to 
any  other  person  whomsoever;  and  the  eaid  party  of  the  first  part 
shall  not  be  liable  in  any  way,  or  to  any  person,  to  refund  any 
part  of  the  money  which  he  may  have  received  on  this  contract, 
or  for  any  damages  on  account  of  such  sale.  And  it  is  hereby 
expressly  understood  and  declared  that  time  is  of  the  essence  of 
this  contract,  and  that  unless  the  same  shall  in  all  respects  be 
complied  with  by  the  said  party  of  the  second  part,  at  the  re- 
spective times  and  in  the  manner  above  limited  and  declared,  that 
the  said  party  of  the  second  part  shall  lose  and  be  debarred  from 
all  rights,  remedies,  or  actions,  either  in  law  or  equity,  under  this 
contract. 

5.  This  contract  is  hereby  declared  to  be  binding  on  the  re- 
spective representatives  of  the  parties  hereto. 

In  witness  whereof,  etc. 

No.  16 

Agnaamk  for  the  Purohaie  of  Land,  with  Provisioii  for  th* 
PajymBnt  of  Purchase  Money  hj  Instalments*  the 
Purchaser  Becoming  Tenant  of  the  Vendor 

Agreement  made  this day  of ,  19. . . .,  between 

,  of ,  party  of  the  first  part,  and ,  of , 

party  of  the  second  part. 

1.    Said  party  of  the  first  part,  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of 

dollars  to  him  duly  paid,  hereby  agrees  to  sell  unto  the 

said  party  of  the  second  part,  all  that  (description)  for  the  sum 

of dollars,  which  the  said  party  of  the  second  part  hereby 

agrees  to  pay  the  party  of  the  first  pc^  as  foDows:  The  sum  of 
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• dollars  on  the day  of nezt^  the  sum  of 

dollars  on  the day  of ,  19 . . . .,  with  interest 

on  each  instalment  from  the  date  of  these  presents,  at  the  rate  of 
per  cent,  per  annum,  until  the  sum  is  paid. 

2.  Said  party  of  the  second  part  also  agrees  to  pay  all  the 
taxes  and  assessments  that  shall  be  taxed  or  assessed  on  said 
premises  from  the  date  hereof  until  the  said  sum  shall  be  fully 
paid  as  aforesaid. 

3.  And  the  said  party  of  the  first  part,  on  receiving  such  pay- 
ment, shall,  at  his  own  proper  cost  and  expense,  execute  and  de- 
liver to  the  said  party  of  the  second  part,  or  to  his  assigns,  a  good 
and  sufScient  deed  of  said  premises,  with  full  covenants  of  war- 
ranty. 

4.  It  is  mutually  agreed  between  the  said  parties  that  the  said 
party  of  the  second  part  shall  have  possession  of  said  premises  on 

the day  of ,  19....,  and  shall  keep  the  same  in 

good  condition,  as  they  are  in  at  the  date  hereof,  until  the  said 
sum  shall  be  paid  as  aforesaid. 

5.  Until  the  completion  of  the  purchase,  on  or  before  the 

day  of ,  19. . . .,  the  said  party  of  the  second  part 

shall  hold  the  said  premises  as  tenant  to  the  vendor,  as  a  yearly 

rent  of dollars,  payable  semi-annually,  on  the day 

of and  on  the day  of in  each  year,  the  first 

of  such  payments  to  be  made  on  the   day  of   , 

19 In  case  the  rent  paid  in  any  year  shall  exceed 

per  cent,  per  annum  upon  the  amount  of  the  purchase  money 
which  shall,  in  any  such  year,  for  the  time  being,  remain  unpaid, 
such  excess  shall  go  to  and  be  applied  in  reduction,  pro  tanio,  of 
the  principal  of  such  certain  purchase  money. 

6.  If  said  party  of  the  second  part  shall  fail  to  perform  this 
contract,  or  any  part  of  the  same,  said  party  of  the  first  part  shall 
immediately,  upon  such  failure,  have  the  right  to  declare  the 
same  void,  and  retain  whatever  may  have  been  paid  on  said  con- 
tract, and  all  improvements  that  may  have  been  made  on  said 
premises,  and  may  consider  and  treat  the  party  of  the  second  part 
as  his  tenant  holding  over  without  permission,  and  may  take  im- 
mediate possession  of  the  premises,  and  remove  the  party  of  the 
second  part  therefrom. 
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7.  And  it  is  agreed  that  the  stipulations  aforesaid  are  to  apply 
to  and  bind  the  heirs,  executors,  administrators  and  assigns  of  the 
respective  parties. 

In  witness  whereof,  etc 

No.  17 

Sale  of  Lot  on  Weekly  or  Honfhly  Payments 

This  agreement  made  this day  of ,  19....,  by 

and  between   ,  henceforth  called  the  seller,  and   , 

henceforth  called  the  bnyer,  witnesseth:    That  the  seller  had  sold 

to  the  bnyer  Lot  No in addition  to  the  city  of 

,  for dollars,  upon  the  following  terms  and  condi- 
tions, to-wit :     dollars  cash ;  the  balance, dollars 

per  week,  payable  on  each  Saturday  after  date,  to  the  seller's 
credit,  at  the bank  of ,  the  bank  crediting  pay- 
ments on  the book  furnished  by  the  seller,  until  said  bal- 
ance is  paid  down  to  a  sum  which  the  buyer  can  borrow  from  a 
building  and  loan  association,  when  the  seller  shall  conyey  said 
premises  to  the  buyer  by  warranty  deed,  furnishing  abstract  of 
the  title  to  said  lot,  showing  a  good  and  merchantable  title  in 
him,  clear  of  incumbrances,  except  taxes  and  special  assessments, 
and  the  buyer  shall  borrow  said  balance  then  owing  hereon, 
,  and  pay  the  seller  off  in  full.  Said  balance  of dol- 
lars shall  bear  interest  from  the  date  hereof,  at  the  rate  of 

per  cent,  per  annum,  and  at  the  end  of  each  year  from  date 
hereof,  the  interest  for  said  year  shall  be  deducted  from  the  pay- 
ments made  during  the  said  year,  and  the  balance  credited  on  the 
principal.  The  buyer  shall  have  possession  of  said  premises  from 
date  hereof,  and  he  agrees  to  use  the  same  well,  keep  the  house  in 
good  repair,  and  not  commit,  or  permit,  waste  to  be  committed 
thereon.  The  buyer  assumes  and  agrees  to  pay  all  taxes  on  said 
lot  maturing  in  19. . . .,  and  thereafter;  also,  the  balance  of  the 
street  and  sewer  assessments  thereon,  beginning  with  that  due 

,  19. .  • .,  and  any  future  ones.    The  buyer  agrees  to  keep 

the  house  on  said  lot  insured  against  loss  by  fire,  lightning  or 
windstorm,  for  its  fair  insurable  value,  in  the  seller's  name,  and 
for  the  joint  benefit  of  the  parties  hereto^  seller  to  have  posses- 
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Bion  of  the  policies  until  deed  is  made;  also,  the  buyer  is  to  haTe 
the  benefit  of  the  unexpired  insurance  now  on  said  house. 

A  default  of  the  buyer  in  making  any  of  the  payments  herein 
provided  for^  and  a  continuance  thereof,  as  to  said  weekly  pay- 
ments, for  thirty  days,  shall  give  the  seller  the  right  to  declare 
the  whole  amount  owing  him  hereunder  due  and  payable.  To  ex- 
ercise said  right  the  seller  shall  give  the  buyer  written  notice  of 
his  decision  to  so  exercise  said  option,  by  letter  mailed  to  the 
buyer,  through  the  United  States  Post  OfSce  at ,  or  else- 
where, addressed  to  the  buyer  at  the  premises  aforesaid,  to-wit, 

The  mailing  of  said  notice  shall  be  taken  as  the  service 

of  the  same,  the  seller  assuming  no  responsibility  for  the  delivery 
thereof. .  Within  ten  days  from  the  giving  of  such  notice,  as  afore- 
said, the  buyer  shall  pay  the  balance  then  owing  the  seller  here- 
under, and  take  and  receive  the  deed  for  the  premises  on  the  con- 
ditions above  named;  or,  in  lieu  thereof,  shall  vacate  and  sur- 
render the  premises  to  the  seller  within  said  period,  in  which  case 
the  payments  made  hereon  to  said  time  shall  be  taken  and  held 
by  the  seller,  as  and  for  rent  of  the  premises,  while  so  occupied  by 
the  buyer,  and  as  liquidated  damages  for  such  default.  The  fail- 
ure of  the  seller  to  exercise  such  right,  upon  any  default  here- 
under, shall  not  bar  or  prejudice  his  right  so  to  do  on  any  future 
default,  but  said  right  shall  continue  throughout  the  life  of  this 
contract 

Executed  by  the  parties,  in  duplicate,  the  day  and  year  first 
above  written. 

No.  18 
Agreement  for  the  Sale  and  Pnrohaae  of  a  DwdUng'-Hoiiaa 

This  agreement  made  this day  of ,  19. ...,  be- 
tween    ,  of   ,  hereinafter  called  the  vendor^   and 

,  of ,  hereinafter  called  the  purchaser,  fpitneaseih: 

That  the  said  vendor  hereby  agrees  to  sell  to  the  purchaser, 
who  agrees  to  purchase  for  the  sum  of dollars,  in  fee  sim- 
ple, free  from  all  incumbrances  of  and  in  all  that  dwelling-house, 
with  the  stable  and  other  outplaces,  and  the  garden  and  other 

land  thereto  belonging,  situate  on street,  in  the  town  of 

,  and  State  of ,  heretofore  in  the  occupation  of  said 
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Tendor,  and  all  which  said  piemises  are  set  forth  in  the  plan 
hereto  annexed,  signed  by  the  parties  hereto^  together  with  all 
the  rights,  privileges,  and  appurtenances  thereto  belonging,  which 
said  premises  are  sold  and  purchased  upon  and  subject  to  the 
following  terms  and  stipulations,  viz. : 

1.  That  the  purchaser  shall  pay  to  the  said  vendor,  upon  the 

execution  of  these  presents,  a  deposit  of dollars  on  and 

part  of  his  purchase  money,  and  pay  him  the  residue  thereof  on 
the day  of next,  when  the  purchase  shall  be  com- 
pleted. 

2.  That  the  purchaser  shall  take,  and  on  the  completion  of 
the  purchase,  pay  for  the  fixtures  and  fittings  in  the  said  dwelling- 
house,  and  building,  and  specified  in  the  schedule  hereto  annexed, 
at  the  valuation  therein  mentioned. 

3.  That  on  payment  of  the  purchase  money  and  the  value  of 
said  fixtures  and  fittings,  the  vendor  shall  execute  a  prepared  con- 
veyance of  the  property  according  to  the  stipulations  herein  con- 
tained, which  conveyance  shall  be  prepared  by  and  at  the  expense 
of  the  vendor,  unexecuted,  and  sent  to  the  said  purchaser  for  ap- 
proval   days  prior  to  the  said day  of next. 

4.  That  if,  from  any  cause  whatever,  the  purchase  shall  be  de- 
layed beyond  the day  of next,  the  purchaser  shall 

thenceforth  be  entitled  to  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  property, 

and  shall  pay  interest  at  the  rate  of per  cent,  per  annum 

on  the  purchase  money  till  the  completion  of  the  purchase. 

5.  That  if  any  obstacle  shall  arise  in  respect  to  the  title,  the 
completion  of  the  purchase  or  otherwise,  the  vendor  shall  be  at 
full  liberty  at  any  time  to  abandon  this  contract  on  returning  the 
deposit  money  only  to  the  purchaser. 

6.  That  if  the  purchaser  shall  refuse  or  neglect  to  complete 
his  purchase  at  the  time  hereby  appointed,  his  deposit  money 
shall  be  forfeited  to  the  vendor,  who  shall  be  at  full  liberty,  at 
any  time  afterward,  to  resell  the  property,  either  by  public  auc- 
tion or  private  contract,  and  the  deficiency,  if  any,  occasioned 
thereby,  together  with  all  losses,  damages  and  expenses  of  and  at- 
tending the  same,  shall  be  borne  and  paid  by  the  purchaser,  but 
any  increase  in  the  price  obtained  at  such  sale  shall  belong  to  the 
vendor. 

7.  That  time  shall  be  of  the  essence  of  the  contract. 
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8.    That  for  the  dne  perfoimance  of  this  contraci;  each  party 

binds  himself  unto  the  other  in  the  penal  snm  of dollaiB, 

which  shall  be  regarded  as  liquidated  damages  between  them,  in 
addition  to  and  irrespective  of  any  right,  liability  and  remedy 
which  either  of  them  may  have  acquired  or  be  subject  to  by  vir- 
tue hereof. 

In  witness  whereof  etc. 

No.  19 

Agreement  to  Purduue,  Bnbject  to  a  Mortgage  wUoh  the 

Pordiaser  Aasumes 

Agreement  made  this day  of ,  19....,  by  and 

between ,  of ,  in  the  counly  of and  State  of 

,  party  of  the  first  part,  and ,  of ,  in  the 

county  of and  State  of ,  party  of  the  second  part 

1.  The  party  of  the  first  part  agrees  to  sell  and  the  party  of 
the  second  part  to  purchase,  a  certain  tract  or  parcel  of  ground 
situate  and  described  as  follows,  to-wit:  (describe). 

2.  Said  premises  are  to  be  conveyed  within days  from 

this  date,  by  a  good  and  sufficient  warranty  deed  of  the  party 
of  the  first  part,  conveying  a  good  and  clear  title  to  the  same, 
free  from  all  incumbrances,  excepting  a  mortgage  thereon  made 

by  the  said  party  of  the  first  part  to for  the  sum  of 

dollars,  dated  the day  of ,  19. . . .,  and  recorded  in 

Begistry  of  Deeds  Book ,  page ,  which  said  mort- 
gage, and  the  interest  thereon  to  the  date  of  the  conveyance 
hereby  directed  to  be  made,  the  said  party  of  the  second  part  Ib 
to  assume  and  pay  as  part  of  the  purchase  money  of  said  prem- 
ises. 

3.  For  such  deed  and  conveyance  the  party  of  the  second  part 

is  to  pay  to  the  party  of  the  first  part  the  further  sum  of 

dollars,  of  which doUars  have  been  paid  this  day, 

dollars  are  to  be  paid  in  cash  upon  the  delivery  of  said  deed,  and 
the  remainder  is  to  be  paid  by  the  note  of  the  party  of  the  second 

part,  dated  the day  of next,  and  bearing  interest 

at  per  cent,  per  annum,  payable  semi-annually,  and  se- 
cured by  a  power  of  sale  mortgage,  in  the  usual  form,  upon  the 
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said  premises,  snch  note  to  be  pajnble  to  the  order  of  the  said 
party  of  the  first  part,  in years  from  the  date  hereof. 

4.  Full  possession  of  the  said  premises  (either  free  from  all 
tenants,  or,  if  so,  subject  to  a  lease  of  same  made  by  the  party  of 

the  finrt  part  to  . . . .,  for  the  term  of years  from , 

19. . . .  )>  ^  to  be  delivered  to  the  party  of  the  second  part  at  the 
dalte  of  the  delivery  of  the  deed,  the  said  premises  to  be  then  in 
the  same  condition  in  which  they  now  are,  reasonable  use  and 
wear  of  the  buildings  thereon  only  excepted. 

5.  The  deed  is  to  be  delivered  and  the  consideration  paid  at 


In  witness  whereof,  the  said  parties  hereto,  and  to  another  in- 
strument of  like  tenure,  set  their  hands  and  seals,  on  the  day  and 
year  first  above  written. 

No.  20 
Oontraet  of  Sale  of  Fee  Simple  or  Leasehold  of  Seal  Estate 

This  agreement,  made  in  duplicate,  this day  of , 

19 . . . .,  between ,  seller,  and ,  purchaser,  wiinesseth : 

The  said  seller  hereby  agrees  to  sell  and  convey,  and  the  said 
purchaser  hereby  buys  and  agrees  to  pay  for,  the  following  prop- 
erty (give  full  description),  being  the  property  described  in  a 

certain  dated  ,  19....,  and  recorded  among  the 

land  records  of ,  in  book  number  ,  page   

(The  said  property  is  in  fee  simple.)  (The  said  property  is  a 
leasehold,  subject  to  a  ground  rent  of  $ per  year,  redeem- 
able after years  from  the  date  of  lease  at )     (The 

said  property  is  a  ground  rent,  which  is  redeemable  after 

years  from  the  date  of  the  lease  at )  [Strike  out  all  ex- 
cept kind  of  property  intended.] 

The  purchase  price  is  dollars   ($ ),  payable  in 

cash  on  the day  of ,19 Of  the  above  sum 

there   has   been  paid  on   account  the  sum   of    dollars 

($ ),  which  last  mentioned  sum  is  to  be  repaid  to  the  pur- 
chaser, in  the  event  that  the  title  is  not  satisfactory;  time  is  of 
the  essence  of  this  agreement.     Possessio^  to  be  given  on  the 

day  of ,  19 The  property  is  subject  to  the 

following  incumbrances:    Bentals,  taxes,  water-rent,  ground-rent. 
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and  other  chaTges  are  to  be  adjusted  to  the  date  of  transfer.  The 
title  is  to  be  free  of  all  incnmbranoefly  and  satisfactoiy  to  the  ex- 
aminer thereof. 

Witness  onr  hands  and  seals  on  the  day  and  year  first  afor^ 
said. 

(Seal) 

(Seal) 

(If  the  property  is  in  fee,  the  wife  also  should  sign.) 

No.  21 

Sale  and  Pnrehaae,  where  Part  of  Pnrdiaae  Monej  ia  Paid  bj 

Mortgage 

Agreement  made  the day  of ,  19....,  by  and 

between  ,  of  ,  hereinafter  called  the  Tender,  and 

y  of ,  hereinafter  called  the  pnrchaser. 

1.  The  said  vendor  hereby  agrees  to  sell  and  convey  to  the 
said  purchaser  the  messuage  or  tenement,  and  lot  or  piece  of 
ground  thereunto  belonging;  situate  (state  where)  for  the  sum  or 

consideration  of dollars,  to  be  paid  by  the  said  purchaser 

in  way  and  manner  as  follows,  viz. : dollars  to  be  paid  by 

the  purchaser  net, payable  in years  from  the  date 

hereinafter  mentioned,  with  interest,  payable  semi-annually,  at  the 

rate  of per  cent,  per  annum,  and  secured  by  a  mortgage  of 

said  premises,  made  in  the  usual  form,  with  power  of  sale,  and 

dollars,  being  the  remainder  of  said  consideration,  to  be 

paid  upon  the  delivery  to  said  purchaser  of  a  full  and  satisfactoiy 
deed  of  conveyance  for  the  said  premises,  free  from  all  incum- 
brances, and  possession  thereof,  on  or  before  the day  of 

next. 

2.  And  the  said  purchaser  hereby  agrees  to  buy  the  above  de- 
scribed premises  from  the  said  vendor  for  the  price  or  sum  above 
mentioned,  and  to  pay  end  settle  for  the  same  in  the  way  and 
manner,  and  at  the  time  above  set  forth.  The  conditions  of  this 
agreement  to  extend  to  the  heirs,  executors^  administrators  and 
assigns  of  both  contracting  partiea. 

In  witness  whereof,  etc 
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No.  28 
AgnmmA  for  tho  Bale  uid  PnrduuM  of  Land 


of  agreement  made  and  eondnded  this day  of 

,  19. .  • .,  'by  and  between ,  of ,  in  the  State 

of ,  and ,  of >  in  the  State  of 

Fint.    The  said  ....,  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of 

dollars  to  him  paid  by  the  said ,  the  receipt  whereof  is 

hereby  acknowledged,  and  in  farther  consideration  of  the  promise 

.  of  the  said herein  contained,  doth  bny,  bargain  and  agree 

to  and  with  said ,  that  he  will,  on  or  before  the day 

of next,  make  and  deliver  to  the  said a  good  and 

sniBcient  deed,  with  the  nsnal  covenants  of  warranty,  release  of 
dower,  etc.,  all  of  that  tract  of  land  sitnate,  lying  and  being  in 

the  township  of ,  in  the  county  of ,  and  State  of 

,  known  as  the ,  and  bounded  and  described  as  fol- 
lows: (describe). 

Second.    And  in  consideration  whereof,  the  said hereby 

promises  and  agrees  to  and  with  the  said that  he  will,  on 

said  deed  being  tendered  to  him  by  the  said ,  on  or  before 

the  said day  of next,  pay  to  the  said the 

farther  som  of dollars,  in  addition  to  the  payment  already 

made,  being  the  balance  of  the  purchase  money  hereby  agreed 
apon  for  the  said  tract  of  land. 

And  to  the  true  and  faithfal  performance  of  all  the  agreements 

herein  contained,  on  the  part  of  the  said and ,  each 

of  them  binds  himself,  his  heirs,  executors  and  administrators,  to 
the  other,  and  his  heirs,  executors  and  administrators. 

In  testimony  whereof,  we  have  hereunto,  and  to  a  duplicate 
hereof,  set  our  hands  and  seals,  on  the  dajr  and  year  first  herein- 
above written. 
Executed  and  delivered  in  the 

presence  of : 
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No.  23 

Agnement  for  Sale,  with  Lease  Olaiue 

This  agreement  made  and  entered  into  this   day  of 

y  19....,  between   ,  party  of  the  first  part,  and 

,  party  of  the  second  part,  wiinesseth: 

That  if  the  party  of  the  second  part  shall  first  make  the  pay- 
ments and  perform  the  covenants  hereinafter  mentioned  on 

part  to  be  made  and  performed,  the  said  party  of  the  first  part 
hereby  covenants  and  agrees  to  convey  to  the  said  party  of  the 
second  part,  in  fee  simple,  clear  of  all  incmnbrances  whatever,  by 
a  good  and  sufficient  warranty  deed,  the  lot  and  piece  or  parcel 

of  ground,  sitxtate  in  the  county  of and  city  of , 

known  and  described  as  follows,  to-wit:  (describe). 

And  the  said  party  of  the  second  part  hereby  covenants  and 

agrees  to  pay  to  the  said  party  of  the  first  part,  the  sum  of 

dollars,  in  the  following  manner,  to-wit :  with  interest  at  the  rate 

of per  cent,  per  annum,  payable annually,  on  the 

whole  sum  remaining,  from  time  to  time,  unpaid,  and  to  pay  all 
taxes,  assessments  or  impositions  that  may  be  legally  levied  or 

imposed  upon  said  land,  subsequent  to  the  year  19 And  in 

case  of  the  failure  of  the  said  party  of  the  second  part  to  make 
either  all  the  payments,  or  any  part  thereof,  or  perform  any  of 

the  covenants  on part  hereby  made  and  entered  into,  at 

the  time  and  in  the  manner  herein  provided,  this  contract  shall 
become  and  is  hereby  made  a  lien  on  the  above  described  tract 
from  first  party  hereto  to  second  party,  and  the  payments  herein 
provided  for  shall  be  and  are  hereby  made  a  lien  upon  said  prem- 
ises for  the  several  terms  between  the  time  of  said  payments,  and 
upon  such  failure  this  contract  shall,  at  the  option  of  the  party 
of  the  first  part,  be  forfeited  and  determined,  and  the  party  of 

the  second  part  shall  forfeit  all  payments  made  by ,  and 

this  contract  and  such  payments  shall  be  retained  by  the  said 
party  of  the  first  part  in  full  satisfaction  and  in  liquidation  of 

damages  by sustained,  and shall  have  the  right  to 

re-enter  and  take  possession  of  the  premises  aforesaid. 

The  second  party  shall  also  procure  insurance  on  the  building 
or  buildings  now  on  said  land,  or  that  shall  be  hereafter  erected 
on  said  land,  for  such  sum  as  the  same  can  be  insured  for,  not 
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to  exceed  the  amount  dne  on  this  contract,  in  some  good  company 
or  companies,  to  be  selected  by  the  first  party,  such  insurance  to 
be  for  the  benefit  and  for  the  further  security  of  the  first  party. 

It  is  mutually  agreed,  by  and  between  the  parties  hereto,  that 
the  time  of  payments  shall  be  of  the  essence  of  this  contract,  and 
that  all  the  covenants  and  agreements  herein  contained  shall  be 
understood  to  be  obligatory  upon  the  heirs,  executors,  adminis- 
trators and  assigns  of  the  respective  parties. 

In  witness  whereof,  etc. 

No,  24 
Agreement  for  a  Conditional  Sale  of  Property 

This  agreement  made  this day  of ,  19. . . .,  be- 
tween   ,  of ,  party  of  the  first  part,  and ,  of 

,  party  of  the  second  part,  witnesseth: 

Said  party  of  the  first  part  does  hereby  demise  and  lease  unto 
the  said  party  of  the  second  part  the  following  described  premises, 
situate  in  the  county  of  ,  state  of  ,  to-wit:  (de- 
scribe), with  all  the  rights,  privileges  and  appurtenances  there- 
unto belonging,  to  have  and  to  hold  the  same  for  the  period  of 
months  (or  years)  from  the  date  hereof. 

In  consideration  of  said  demise  and  lease,  said  party  of  the 
second  part  hereby  agrees  to  pay  as  rent  for  said  premises,  in 
lawful  money  of  the  United  States,  as  follows,  viz.,  the  sum  of 
dollars,  cash  in  hand  at  the  execution  of  this  instrument,  and  the 

sum  of dollars  per  month,  on  the day  of  each  and 

every  month  thereafter  to   and   including  the    day  of 

,  19. ... ;  and  also,  in  addition  to  the  foregoing  sums,  to 

pay  as  rent  all  taxes  and  assessments,  including  the  taxes  for  the 
current  year,  which  may,  from  time  to  time,  be  levied  or  charged 
against  said  premises  by  the  State  of ,  or  by  any  govern- 
mental authority  under  the  laws  of  said  State,  at  or  before  the 
time  whereof  they  shall  be  payable,  so  as  to  avoid  all  penalties 
on  account  of  non-payment  thereof.  Also,  at  ell  times,  to  keep 
said  property  insured  against  loss  or  damage  from  fire,  in  some 
reliable  insurance  company,  to  be  approved  by  said  party  of  the 
first  part,  in  the  sum  of dollars,  loss  payable  to  the  party 
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of  the  first  part,  as  bis  interest  may  appear,  policies  for  \rhicli  in* 
surance  shall  be  delivered  to  the  party  of  the  first  part. 

In  the  event  that  the  party  of  the  second  part  shall,  at  9ixy{ 
time,  fail  to  pay  snch  taxes  or  assessments,  when  due  and  pay- 
able, or  to  provide  and  maintain  snch  insurance,  then,  in  either 
said  event,  the  party  of  the  first  part  may,  at  his  option,  either 
pay  such  taxes  or  assessments,  or  provide  snch  insurance,  in  which 
case  the  amount  so  paid  by  the  party  of  the  first  part,  together 

with  interest  thereon,  at  the  rate  of per  cent,  per  annum, 

from  the  date  of  such  payment,  shall  be  payable  upon  demand,  as 
part  of  the  rent  reserved;  or,  in  the  event  of  the  failure  of  said 
party  of  the  second  part  to  make  such  payments,  or  any  of  them, 
at  the  times  and  in  the  manner  above  set  forth,  the  party  of  the 
first  part  shall  have  the  right  to  declare  this  lease  at  an  end,  and 
to  re-enter  and  take  possession  of  said  demised  premises  and  expel 
said  party  of  the  second  part  therefrom,  without  in  any  wise 
being  a  trespasser  in  so  doing;  and  the  faUure  of  the  said  party 
of  the  firrt  part,  at  any  time  or  times,  thus  to  re-enter  and  take 
such  possession,  shall  not  be  construed  as  a  wsiver  on  his  part,  or 
to  estop  him  at  any  time  thereafter  from  so  doing,  the  cause  of 
forfeiture  then  continuing  or  upon  any  recurrence  thereof. 

Said  demised  premises  shall  be  used  and  occupied  as 

and  for  no  other  purpose  whatsoever;  and  the  said  party  of  the 
second  part  shall  exercise  reasonable  care  in  the  preservation  of 
said  demised  premises. 

At  the  expiration  of  this  lease,  whether  by  the  expiration  of 
the  full  term  thereof,  or  by  reason  of  a  forfeiture  by  the  party  of 
the  second  part,  under  the  stipulations  therein  contained,  said 
party  of  the  second  part  shall  surrender  to  said  party  of  the  first 
part  said  premises,  peaceably  and  in  good  order,  natural  wear  and 
tear  and  the  act  of  Ood  excepted,  and  the  occupation  of  said 
premises  thereafter  shall  give  the  party  of  the  second  part  no 
rights  therefrom  as  a  tenant. 

It  is  further  agreed,  as  a  consideration  of  this  lease,  that  the 
party  of  the  first  part  does  hereby  give  and  grant  unto  the  said 
party  of  the  second  part  at,  or  at  any  time  prior  to,  the  termina- 
tion of  this  lease,  by  lapse  of  time  or  forfeiture  thereof,  the  right 
and  option  to  purchase  said  demised  premises,  upon  the  following 
terms,  to-wit:    To  pay  to  such  party  of  the  first  part,  such  sum 
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as  added  to  the  payments  theretofore  made,  less  such  payments 
as  shall  have  been  made  for  taxes,  assessments  and  insurance, 
whether  made  by  the  party  of  the  first  part  or  by  the  party  of  the 
second  part^  and  if  paid  by  the  party  of  the  first  part,  with  in- 
terest thereon  at per  cent,  as  equaling  the  sum  of 

dollars,  together  with  snch  additional  smn  as  would  equal  interest 
at  the  rate  of  sue  per  cent,  per  annimi  upon  the  monthly  payments 
from  the  date  hereof  imtil  the  sum  shall  have  been  paid;  such 
payments  having  thus  been  made,  the  party  of  the  first  part  shall 
execute  and  deliver  to  said  party  of  the  second  part  his  warranty 
deed  for  said  premises,  upon  the  payment  to  him,  the  said  party 
of  the  first  part,  by  the  said  party  of  the  second  part,  in  cash,  the 

further  sum  of dollars ;  provided  that  said  party  of  the 

second  part  shall  have  the  idght  to  divide  said  last  stim  into  five 
equal  annual  payments,  and  secure  the  payment  thereof,  of  his 
promissory  notes  therefor,  due  respectively  on  or  before  one,  two, 
three,  four  and  five  years  from  said  date,  said  notes  to  be  nego- 
tiable and  payable  to  the  order  of  the  party  of  the  first  part  at 

some  bank  in  the  city  of ,  to  bear  interest  at  the  rate  of 

per  cent,  per  anntun,  payable  semi-annually,  and  payment 

thereof  to  be  secured  by  mortgage  upon  said  demised  premises. 

It  is  expressly  understood  and  agreed  that  unless,  and  until  the 
party  of  the  second  part  shall  exercise  the  option  hereby  granted 
him  to  purchase  said  demised  premises,  and  to  make  the  payments 
and  execute  the  notes  and  mortgages  requisite  to  the  exercise  of 
such  option,  his  only  estate  in  said  premises  shall  be  that  of  ten- 
ant thereof. 

And  it  is  further  agreed  that  said  party  of  the  second  part  shall 
not  sublet  said  premises,  nor  assign  this  lease  and  condition  to 
purchase,  without  the  written  consent  of  the  party  of  the  first 
part  first  had  and  obtained  and  endorsed  hereon. 

In  witness  whereof^  etc 
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No.  25 


Agreement  for  the  Sale  of  Building  Lot^  with  Option  to  Pur- 
chase Adjoining  Lots 

This  agreement  made  the day  of ,  19 . . . .,  be- 
tween   y  hereinafter  called  the  vendor^  and ,  herein- 
after called  the  purchaser. 

The  Tender  will  sell  and  the  purchaser  will  buy,  in  fee  simple 

and  tmincumbered,  all  that  parcel  or  land  numbered on 

the  plan  heretofore  annexed,  for  price  of ,  to  be  paid  for 

upon  the  tender  of  a  good  and  sufiBcient  deed. 

In  consideration  of  the  agreement  to  purchase  hereinabove  con- 
tained, the  purchaser  shall  have  the  option,  at  any  time  during 

the  period  of months  from  the  date  hereof,  of  purchasing 

all  or  any  of  the  lots  set  forth  on  said  plan,  in  addition  to  the  lot 

now  agreed  to  be  purchased  at  the  price  of Such  option 

shall  be  exercised  by  the  purchaser  giving  to  the  vendor  one  cal- 
endar month's  notice,  in  writing,  of  his  intention  to  purchase,  and 
specifying  the  lot  or  lots  to  be  purchased,  and  such  purchases 
shall  be  completed  at  the  office  of  the  vendor's  attorney,  upon  the 
payment  by  the  purchaser  to  the  vendor  of  the  price  for  each  lot 

of ;  provided,  that  if  the  purchaser,  having  given  notice  as 

aforesaid  of  exercising  the  said  option,  shall  fail  to  complete  the 
purchase  comprised  in  such  notice,  in  accordance  with  this  agree- 
ment, he  shall  not  be  entitled  at  any  subsequent  time  to  exercise 
such  option  in  respect  of  the  same  premises,  and  the  option  shall 
thereupon  be  determined,  without  prejudice  to  any  rights  which 
the  vendor  may  have  against  the  purchaser  by  reason  of  such  de- 
fault. It  is  expressly  agreed  that,  for  all  purposes  connected  with 
the  exercise  of  the  option  hereby  given,  time  shall  be  deemed  to 
be  of  the  essence  of  the  contract 

The  property  is  sold,  and  will  be  conveyed  subject  to  the  re- 
strictions and  stipulations  contained  in  the  schedule  hereto  an- 
nexed, for  the  benefit  of  the  vendor's  adjoining  land,  and  the  con- 
veyance to  the  purchaser  shall  contain  such  provisions  and  cove- 
nants as  the  vendor  may  reasonably  require  for  giving  effect  to 
and  enforcing  said  restrictions  and  stipulations. 

In  witness  whereof,  etc. 
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No.  26 

Agreement  tliat  PnrdiaBer  Kay  Retain  Part  of  Pnrchaee 
Money  Until  a  Defect  in  the  Title  is  Removed 

Agreement  made  this day  of ,  19. . . .,  between 

,  of ,  hereinafter  called  the  vendor,  and ,  of 

,  hereinafter  called  the  purchaser.    Whereas,  by  a  contract 

bearing  date  the day  of ,  19. . . .,  the  said  vendor 

agreed  to  sell  to  the  said  purchaser,  for  the  sum  of dollars, 

the  parcel  of  land  in  said  contract  described;  and  whereas,  in  the 
course  of  investigating  the  title,  it  is  found  that  there  is  an  undis- 
charged mortgage  upon  the  said  premises,  and  that  the  amount 
due  upon  said  mortgage  is  in  dispute,  so  that  it  can  not  be  inmie- 
diately  discharged,  but  the  said  purchaser  has  agreed  to  complete 
said  purchase  immediately,  on  being  allowed  to  retain  the  sum  of 

dollars  out  of  the  purchase  money  imtil  the  said  mortgage 

shall  be  satisfied  and  cancelled  of  record. 

Now,  these  presents  witness  that,  in  pursuance  of  such  arrange- 
ment, he,  the  said  purchaser,  hereby  agrees  to  pay  the  remainder 
of  said  purchase  money,  and  to  complete  the  said  purchase,  when- 
ever the  said  vendor  shall  cause  said  mortgage  to  be  discharged, 
and  until  such  time  to  pay  interest  on  the  said  sum  retained  out 
of  the  purchase  money,  at  the  rate  of per  cent,  per  annum. 

And  it  is  hereby  mutually  agreed  that,  in  case  the  said  vendor 
shall  be  unable  or  shall  neglect  to  procure  a  discharge  of  said 

mortgage  within calendar  months  from  the  date  hereof, 

the  said  sum  of dollars  so  retained  as  aforesaid  out  of  the 

said  purchase  money  shall  be  forfeited,  and  shall  belong  to  the  said 
purchaser,  who  shall  be  at  liberty  to  retain  the  same  to  apply  to 
the  payment  of  said  mortgage,  so  far  as  required,  and  as  liqui- 
dated damages  in  respect  of  the  said  defect  of  title;  and  there- 
upon the  said  purchaser  shall  be  no  longer  liable  to  pay  or  ac- 
count for  said  sum,  but  shall  be  absolutely  discharged  therefrom, 
and  the  said  vendor  shall  be  discharged  from  all  obligation  to 
procure  a  discharge  of  said  mortgage. 

In  witness  whereof,  etc. 
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No.  27 
Raodpt  for  Depoiit  by  Pnrduuwr 

<P«a»««**«  ••••••••••••••^      Xv*    •  •   • 

Beceived  of , dollars,  as  a  gnaranty  of  good  faifh 

accompanying  offer  of dollars^  on  terms  as  set  forth  in  a 

written  proposition  this  day  made  to  the  undersigned  Real  Estate 
Agent,  for  the  purchase  of 

This  offer  is  subject  to  owner's  approval.  If  accepted,  the 
above  amount  will  apply  as  part  of  purchase  price,  and  if  refused 
the  above  amount  will  be  refunded.  If  offer  is  accepted,  and  pur- 
chaser refuses  to  fulfil  his  part  of  said  contract,  the dol- 
lars will  be  forfeited  to  the  undersigned  agency. 


Agents. 

No.  S8 
Agnmkwt  to  be  Signed  by  a  PnrobaMr  of  Land  at  Auction 

I  hereby  acknowledge  that  I  have  this  day  purchased,  at  public 
auction,  aR  that  lot  of  land  (follow  with  fuU  description),  for  the 

sum  of dollars,  and  have  paid  into  the  hands  of , 

auctioneer,  the  sum  of dollars,  as  a  deposit  and  in  part 

payment  of  the  said  purchase  money;  and  I  hereby  agree  to  pay 

the  remaining  portion  of  the  purchase  money  unto  ,  the 

vendor,  on  or  before  the day  of next,  in  accord- 
ance with  the  conditions  of  the  sale. 

Witness  my  hand  and  seal  this day  of ,  19 

No.  29 

Agreement  to  be  Signed  by  an  Anotioneer  After  a  Sale  of 

Land  at  Anotion 

I  hereby  acknowledge  that has  been  this  day  declared 

by  me  the  highest  bidder  and  purchaser  of  all  that  certain  lot  of 

land  (giving  description),  at  and  for  the  sum  of dollars, 

and  that  he  has  paid  into  my  hands  the  sum  of dollars, 

as  a  deposit  and  in  part  payment  of  the  purchase  money;  and  I 
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hereby  agree  that  the  vendor, y  shall,  in  all  respects,  fulfil 

the  conditions  of  the  sale. 
Witness  my  hand  and  seal,  this day  of ,  19 


Auctioneer. 

No.  80 

Agreement  for  Exchange  of  Propertlei 

An  agreement  made  this  day  of ,  19.,..,  be- 
tween   ,  of ,  party  of  the  first  part,  and ,  of 

,  party  of  the  second  part. 

1.  The  said  pariy  of  the  first  part  shall  give,  and  the  said 
party  of  the  second  part  shall  take,  the  fee  simple  in  possession 
of  all  that  parcel  of  land  (describe  it),  with  the  appurtenances, 
free  from  any  inctmibrance,  in  exchange  for  the  hereditaments 
hereinafter  agreed  to  be  given  by  the  said  party  of  the  second 
part;  and  the  said  party  of  the  second  part  shall  give,  and  the 
said  party  of  the  first  part  shall  take,  all  that  parcel  of  land 
(describe  it),  with  the  appurtenances,  free  from  any  incumbrance, 
in  exchange  for  the  hereditaments  hereinbefore  agreed  to  be  given 
by  the  said  party  of  the  first  part. 

2.  Each  party  shall,  within days  from  the  date  hereof, 

deliver  to  the  other  of  them,  or  his  solicitor,  an  unexecuted  deed 
of  the  premises  to  be  conveyed  by  him,  or  will  furnish  him  with 
other  sufScient  informatioi^  to  enable  him  to  examine  the  title  to 
such  premises. 

3.  The  said  exchange  shall  be  completed  on  the day  of 

next,  by  proper  conveyances,  to  be  respectively  prepared 

by  and  at  the  expense  of  party  by  whom  they  are  to  be  made. 

4.  Each  party  shall,  on  completion  of  the  exchange,  be  let  into 
the  possession  of  the  premises  agreed  to  be  taken  in  exchange  by 

him,  or  as  from  the  said day  of ,  19 . . . .,  and  on 

or  as  from  that  day  all  taxes,  rates,  and  other  incumbrances,  shall 
be  discharged  by  the  other  party. 

In  witness  whereof,  etc 
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No.  31 

Agreement  for  the  Exchange  of  Parcels  of  Land 

Agreement  made  this day  of ,  19. . .  .^  between 

,  of ,  parly  of  the  first  part,  and ,  of , 

party  of  the  second  part.  Whereas  the  said  party  of  the  first 
part  is  the  owner  in  fee  simple  of  a  certain  parcel  of  land,  with 
the  buildings  thereon,  situate  in  •  •  •  •  aforesaid,  bounded  and  de- 
scribed as  follows,  viz.:  (describe). 

And  whereas,  the  said  party  of  the  second  part  is  the  owner  in 

fee  simple  of  a  certain  parcel  of  land,  situate  in  said  , 

bounded  and  described  as  follows,  viz.:  (describe). 

And  whereas  the  said  parties  have  agreed  to  make  an  exchange 
by  way  of  mutual  sale  conveyances  of  their  respective  propertiesy 
now  it  is  agreed  as  follows : 

1.  That  the  said  party  of  the  first  part  shall,  in  consideration 
of  the  property  hereby  agreed  to  be  conveyed  by  the  said  party  of 
the  second  part  to  the  said  party  of  the  first  part,  and  of  a  sum 
of  money  to  be  paid  by  the  said  party  of  the  second  part  to  the 
said  party  of  the  first  part,  as  hereinafter  mentioned,  sell  and 
convey  to  the  said  party  of  the  second  part,  said  described  land 
of  said  party  of  the  first  part,  with  the  buildings  thereon,  and  the 
appurtenances  thereof,  in  fee  simple,  free  from  all  incumbrances. 

2.  That  the  said  party  of  the  second  part  shall,  in  considera- 
tion of  the  property  hereby  agreed  to  be  conveyed  by  the  said 
party  of  the  first  part  to  the  said  party  of  the  second  part,  sell 
and  convey  to  the  said  party  of  the  first  part,  the  said  described 
land  of  said  party  of  the  second  part,  with  the  appurtenances 
thereof,  in  fee  simple,  free  from  all  incumbrances,  and  shall  pay 
to  the  said  party  of  the  first  part  the  sum  of  money  hereinafter 
mentioned. 

3.  The  said  premises  belonging  to  the  said  party  of  the  first 
part  being  considered  to  be  of  greater  value  than  the  said  prem- 
ises belonging  to  the  said  party  of  the  second  part  by  the  sum  of 

dollars,  the  said  party  of  the  second  part  shall,  upon  the 

execution  of  said  conveyance,  pay  to  the  said  party  of  the  first 

part  the  sum  of dollars,  the  difference  in  value  of  the  said 

premises. 

4.  The  said  exchange  shall  be  completed  on  the day 
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of ,  19.  •  •  .y  at  the  office  of ,  at ,  when  each 

of  said  parties  shall^  by  good  and  proper  deeds,  convey  the  said 
premises  belonging  to  Urn,  unto  the  other  of  them,  free  of  all  in- 
cmnbrances. 

5.  Each  of  said  parties  shall  be  entitled  to  the  possession  and 
to  the  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  premises  hereby 

agreed  to  be  conveyed  to  him,  from  the day  of , 

19 

6.  If  from  any  cause  whatever,  the  said  respective  convey- 
ances shall  not  be  completed  on  or  before  the  said day  of 

next,  interest  at  the  rate  of per  cent,  per  annimi, 

npon  the  snm  to  be  paid  for  equality  of  value  as  aforesaid,  shall 

be  paid  by  the  said  party  of  the  second  part,  from  the day 

of next,  until  the  completion  of  said  conveyance. 

In  witness  whereof,  etc. 

• 

No.  32 

Agreement  for  the  Sale  of  Bnilding  Lots,  the  Vendor  to 

Blake  Advances 

Agreement  made  this day  of ,  19. .  • .,  between 

,  of ,  hereinafter  called  the  vendor,  party  of  the 

first  part,  and ,  of ,  hereinafter  called  the  purchaser, 

party  of  the  second  part. 

1.  The  vendor  agrees  to  sell  and  the  purchaser  agrees  to  buy, 
for  the  sum  of dollars,  being  at  the  rate  of dol- 
lars for  each   of  land  comprised  in  the  parcel  of  land 

hereinafter  described,  all  that  piece  of  land  situate  ,  con- 
taining   ,  and  set  forth  in  the  plan  hereto  annexed,  with 

the  appurtenances,  in  fee  simple,  in  possession,  free  from  all  in- 
cxraibrances,  with  the  right  of  using  and  enjoying  the  streets  ad- 
joining the  same,  and  the  common  passage-way  shown  in  said 
plan,  and  all  outlets  thereof,  in  common  with  all  other  persons 
entitled  to  use  and  enjoy  the  same. 

2.  The  purchase  money  shall  be  paid  by  the  purchaser  to  the 

vendor  on  or  before  the  day  of ,  19. . . .,  at  the  office,  No. 

on street,  or  elsewhere,  as  the  vendor  may  direct, 

and  instalments  of  such  purchase  money  may  be  paid  at  any  time, 
and  the  vendor  shall  convey  to  the  purchaser,  at  any  time,  the 
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lot  of  land  upon  which  any  house  shall  have  been  bnilt,  in  the 
manner  hereinafter  provided^  npon  the  payment  of  the  above 
named  stipulated  price  of  said  land,  and  all  advances  made  by 
the  vendor  in  respect  of  the  house  built  upon  the  same.  The  pur- 
chaser shall  pay  to  the  vendor  interest^  at  the  rate  of per 

cent,  per  annum,  on  said  purchase  money,  from  the day  of 

y  19.... 9  and  interest  at  the  same  rate  on  all  advances 

made  by  the  vendor  to  the  purchaser,  as  herein  contemplated, 
until  the  said  purchase  shall  be  completed. 

3.  The  purchaser  shall  be  entitled  to  the  immediate  possession 
of  the  said  piece  of  land,  and  shall  bear  and  pay  all  taxes,  rates 
and  assessments  in  respect  to  the  same,  as  if  the  said  piece  of  land 
had  been  conveyed  to  him. 

4.  The  purchaser  shall  not  dig  for  or  remove  from  said  piece 
of  land,  or  any  part  thereof,  any  gravel,  sand,  clay,  or  other  sub- 
stance, beyond  the  necessary  excavations  for  the  building  to  be 
erected  thereon,  without  previous  consent,  in  writing,  of  the 
vendor. 

5.  The  purchaser  shall,  within  one  calendar  month  after  the 
execution  of  these  presents,  commence,  and  without  intermission, 

and  with  reasonable  expedition,  proceed  with  the  erection  of 

houses  on  the  said  piece  of  land,  and  shall  completely  finish,  fit 
for  habitation,  the  said  houses,  on  or  before  the day  of 

,  19 

6.  Such  houses  shall  front  upon street  aforesaid,  and 

shall  be  erected  in  a  proper  workmanlike  manner,  in  accordance 
with  the  plans  and  elevations  to  be  first  approved  of,  in  writing, 
by  the  vendor's  architect,  and  shall  be  built  of  good  materials, 

and  the  said  houses  shall  be  set  back feet  from  said 

street. 

7.  If  the  purchaser  shall,  in  all  respects,  observe  and  perform 
his  part  of  the  agreement,  the  vendor  will  advance  to  him,  for  the 
purpose  of  assisting  him  in  the  erection  of  the  said  houses,  the 

sum  of dollars,  in  respect  of  each  house,  at  the  time  and 

in  the  sums  following,  viz. : But  it  is  hereby  agreed  that 

the  vendor  shall  not  be  required  to  make  any  advance  in  respect 
of  any  house,  tmless  such  house,  exclusive  of  the  value  of  the 
land,  shall  be  equal  in  value  to  double  the  amount  of  the  sums, 
if  any,  then  advanced  thereon,  and  of  the  sum  or  sums  so  re- 
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qnired  to  be  advanced.  Application  for  each  advance  shall  be 
made  not  less  than days  before  the  same  is  payable. 

8.  The  purchaser  shall,  at  his  own  expense,  insure  the  build- 
ings to  be  erected  on  said  land,  and  any  building  materials  for 
the  time  being  thereon,  for  the  benefit  and  security  of  the  vendor, 
in  a  sum  or  sums  equal  in  amount  to  any  advances  made  by  rea- 
son of  this  agreement. 

9.  The  vendor  shall  have  a  lien  or  charge  upon  said  land  and 
all  the  buildings  for  the  time  being  erected,  or  in  the  course  of 
erection  thereon,  and  upon  all  the  building  materials,  and  other 
things,  which  shall,  for  the  time  being,  be  brought  upon  the  said 
land,  or  the  streets  and  passageways  adjoining  the  same,  as  well 
for  the  said  purchase  money  and  the  said  interest  thereon,  as  also 
for  such  sums  of  money  as  the  vendor  may  have  advanced  or  paid 
as  herein  provided. 

10.  When,  and  as  soon  as,  the  purchaser  shall  have  paid  to 
the  vendor  the  purchase  money  of  said  land,  or  any  house-lot  of 
the  same,  together  with  all  sums  of  money  advanced  or  paid  by 
the  vendor  in  respect  to  any  building  or  buildings  thereon,  by 
reason  of  this  agreement,  the  vendor  shall  execute  and  prepare  a 
conveyance  of  said  land  or  house-lot,  and  such  deed  shall  contain 
covenants  on  the  part  of  the  purchaser,  his  heirs,  executors,  ad- 
ministrators and  assigns,  with  the  vendor,  hie  heirs  and  assigns, 
that  no  building  which  shall  be  erected  upon  said  piece  of  land 
shall  be  used  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  any  trade,  business 
or  manufacture,  or  for  any  purpose  which  may  be  or  become  a 
nuisance  or  annoyance  to  the  neighborhood,  and  that  an  area  of 

the  depth  of feet  from  street  aforesaid  shall,  at 

all  times  hereafter,  be  left  open  and  unbuilt  upon,  except  that 

bay-windows  may  project  over  the  same  not  more  than feet 

from  the  house  to  which  they  belong,  and  also  that  the  purchaser, 
his  heirs  or  assigns,  will,  from  time  to  time,  pay  one-half  of  the 
expense  of  keeping  in  repair  so  much  of  the  passage-way  as  is 
co-extensive  with  the  said  piece  or  lot  of  land. 

11.  The  purchaser  shall  be  entitled  to  have  said  pieces  of  land 
conveyed  to  him  by  several  conveyances,  not  exceeding  the  num- 
ber of  house-lots  into  which  said  land  may  be  divided,  upon  pay- 
ment to  tiie  vendor  on  account  of  said  purchase  money,  of  the  sum 
of for  each of  land  to  be  comprised  in  auch  con- 
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Yeyance^  with  interest  thereon  as  aforesaid,  and  the  advanoes  made 
by  the  vendor  in  respect  of  the  buildings  erected  on  the  land  to 
be  comprised  in  such  conyeyance,  with  interest  as  aforesaid,  and 
all  sums  paid  for  insurance,  and  the  interest  due  in  respect 
thereof,  provided  that  the  purchaser  shall  not,  at  any  time,  re- 
quire a  conveyance  of  part  of  the  said  land,  under  this  clause, 
unless  at  the  time  of  such  conveyance,  he  shall  have  proceeded 

with  the  erection  of  at  least houses  on  the  land  remaining, 

and  shall  have  complied  in  all  respects  with  the  provisions  herein 
contained. 

12.  If  default  shall  be  made  by  the  purchaser  in  the  observ- 
ance and  performance  on  his  part  of  this  agreement,  in  any  par- 
ticular, and  time  shall  be  deemed  to  be  of  the  essence  of  the  con- 
tract, or  if  the  purchaser  shall  become  bankrupt,  or  make  any 
composition  with  or  any  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  his  cred- 
itors, then,  and  in  such  case,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  vendor  to 
re-enter  upon  said  land,  or  any  part  thereof  not  previously  con- 
veyed to  the  purchaser,  and  by  notice,  in  writing  to  be  delivered 
to  the  purchaser,  or  left  for  him  at  his  usual  and  last-known  place 
of  abode,  absolutely  to  determine  this  agreement,  so  far  as  relates 
to  such  portions  of  said  land  as  may  not  previously  have  been  con- 
veyed to  the  purchaser. 

13.  If  the  present  agreement  shall  be  determined  by  the  vendor 
under  the  preceding  clause,  so  much  of  the  land  as  shall  not  have 
been  conveyed  to  the  purchaser  by  reason  of  this  agreement,  to- 
gether with  the  buildings  thereon,  and  all  building  materials 
which,  under  the  previous  clauses  of  this  agreement,  are  provided 
to  be  used  and  applied  to  the  said  land  or  the  buildings  thereon, 
shall  immediately,  after  the  delivery  of  the  notice  to  determine 
this  agreement,  be  and  remain  the  absolute  property  of  the  vendor, 
free  and  discharged  from  all  claims  and  demands  of  the  purchaser 
in  respect  thereof,  or  otherwise,  on  account  of  this  agreement, 
and  the  purchaser  shall  thenceforth  be  free  and  discharged  from 
all  obligations  created  by  this  agreement,  and  which  then  lemain 
unperformed. 

In  witness  whereof,  etc. 
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No.  33 

Agreement  for  Ezcbange  of  Beal  Eftate 

This  agreement  made  and  entered  into  this   day  of 

,  19. . . .,  by  and  between ,  party  of  the  first  part, 

and ,  party  of  the  second  part,  taitnesseth: 

That  for  and  in  consideration  of  their  mutual  agreements  here- 
inafter stated,  the  said  parties  have  agreed  and  do  hereby  agree 
as  follows,  to-wit : 

Pirst.  The  party  of  the  first  part  has  this  day  sold  to  the 
party  of  the  second  part  the  following  described  real  estate  (give 
full  description),  and  will,  within days  from  this  date,  de- 
liver to  the  party  of  the  second  part,  abstract  of  title  covering  all' 
of  said  land,  showing  title  clear  and  free  from  incumbrances. 

Second.  The  party  of  the  second  part  has  this  day  sold  to  the 
party  of  the  first  part  the  following  described  land  (give  full  de- 
scription), with  an  incumbrance  of dollars,  and  one  lot 

in  the  city  of ,  with  an  incumbrance  of dollars,  and 

two  lots  in  the  city  of ,  both  free  of  incumbrances,  and 

will,  within  days,  deliver  to  the  party  of  the  first  part, 

abstract  of  title,  showing  title  free  and  clear  of  all  incumbrances, 
except  as  above  indicated. 

Third.  The  party  of  the  second  part  shall  execute  and  deliver 
to  the  party  of  the  first  part,  one  promissory  note  for  the  sum  of 

dollars,  due  in  year. .  from  the  date  of  closing 

the  deal,  bearing  interest  at  the  rate  of per  cent,  per  an- 
num, and  payable  annually,  and  will  secure  the  same  by  mortgage 
on  the  land  purchased  under  this  agreement  from  the  party  of 
the  first  part. 

Pourth.  The  party  of  the  first  part  will  assume  and  agree  to 
pay  the  mortgages  on  the  land  and  lots  purchased  under  this 
agreement  from  the  party  of  the  second  part. 

In  witness  whereof,  etc. 
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No.  34 

Agreement  for  the  Sale  of  Staodfaig  Timber 

Agreement  made  the  ••••••  day  of ,  19*«..,  between 

,  of ,  hereinafter  called  the  vendor,  and ,  of 

y  hereinafter  called  the  purchaser. 

The  vendor  will  sell  and  the  purchaser  wiU  buy  the  timber- 
trees  growing  on  a  certain  lot  of  land  situate  at  the  northeasterly 

comer  of  the  vendor's  farm,  in  the  township  of » in 

county,  the  said  lot  containing  about acres,  and  being  the 

same  pointed  out  by  the  vendor  to  the  purchaser.    The  purchase 

price  for  the  timber  and  trees  is dollars,  of  whidi  one-half 

part  shall  be  paid  on  the  signing  of  this  agreement,  and  the  bal- 
ance on  the day  of ,  19 

Such  trees  shall  be  felled  with  as  much  care  as  possible  to 
avoid  injury  to  fences  and  to  the  undergrowth  of  trees  not  cut  by 
the  purchaser.  The  purchaser  shall  make  proper  compensation  to 
the  vendor  for  all  damages  the  vendor  may  sustain  by  the  care- 
lessness or  negligence  of  the  purchaser's  workmen.  The  purchaser 
shall  not  enter  into  any  arable  fields  or  upon  any  grass  land  until 
after  the  crops  have  been  gathered;  and  the  timber  is  to  be  re- 
moved over  such  private  roads  as  the  vendor,  or  his  agent,  shall 
point  out. 

The  whole  of  the  timber  and  trees  shall  be  cut  down  before  the 

day  of ,  19. . . .,  and  shall  be  clear  off  the  premises 

before  the day  of ,  19.  • . .,  excepting  that  the  cord- 
wood  may  remain  until  the  day  of  following; 

everything  remaining  after  the  times  mentioned  shall  be  forfeited 
to  the  vendor. 

In  witness  whereof,  etc. 

No.  85 
Agreement  for  the  Sale  of  Orop  of  Grass 

Agreement  made  the day  of ,  19....,  between 

,  of ,  hereinafter  called  the  vendor,  and ,  of 

,  hereinafter  called  the  purchaser. 

It  is  agreed  as  follows : 

1.    The  vendor  will  sell  and  ttie  purchaser  will  buy  all  the 


FOBHS.  969 

standing  crop  of  grass  growing  on  the  vendor's  farm,  sitnate  at 

f  in  the  county  of and  State  of The  part 

of  the  farm  covered  by  mowing  grass  is  believed  and  is  hereby 
conclusively  estimated  to  contain acres. 

2.  The  price  to  be  paid  is dollars  per  acre^  of  which 

one-half  shall,  be  paid  on  the  signing  of  this  agreement,  and  the 
balance  as  soon  as  the  grass  shall  be  cut  and  before  it  is  removed, 
and  the  removal  of  the  hay  from  the  farm  shall  not  be  later  than 
the day  of ,  19 

3.  For  the  purpose  of  mowing,  making  and  carrying  away 
the  hay,  the  purchaser  shall  have  license  to  enter  upon  the  hay- 
fields  with  workmen,  machines,  wagons  or  other  vehicles,  and  all 

necessary  implements,  but  not  later  than  the  said day  of 

,  19. . . . ;  the  purchaser  agreeing  not  to  permit  any  injury 

to  the  fences,  gates  or  trees,  and  to  make  compensation  for  any 
such  damage. 

In  witness  whereof,  etc. 

No.  86 
Agreement  for  the  Sale  of  a  Orowing  Orop  of  Fruit 

Agreement  made  the day  of ,  19....,  between 

,  hereinafter  called  the  vendor,  and   ,  hereinafter 

called  the  purchaser. 

The  vendor  will  sell  and  the  purchaser  will  buy  all  that  crop 
of  apples  growing  on  the  trees  of  the  vendor's  orchard,  situate  at 

,  in  the  county  of ,  for  the  price  of  per 

bushel,  of  which  the  sum  of  ......  dollars  shall  be  paid  before 

any  part  of  the  crop  is  gathered,  and  the  purchaser  shall  not  be 
at  liberty,  without  the  consent  of  the  vendor,  to  remove  from  the 
premises  any  part  of  the  crop  not  paid  for,  until  the  purchase 
price  thereof  is  paid.  The  fruit  shall  be  gathered  when  sufiBciently 
matured  for  gathering,  and  the  purchaser  and  his  workmen  shall 
have,  for  the  purpose  of  gathering  and  taking  the  fruit,  fuU  lib- 
erty to  enter  upon  the  said  orchard  and  trees  with  ladders  and 
other  necessary  appliances. 

In  witness  whereof,  etc. 
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Abuidoimieiit  of  employmeDt,  202,  761b,  1078cL 
Abandcmment  bj  purchaser  of  contract  of  purchase,  29Sb 

of  negotiations  a  question  for  jury,  867a,  923. 
Abatement  of  price,  316. 
Abbreviations,  18,  48. 
Abstracts  of  title.    See  TrrxM, 
Acceptance  of  service,  646. 
Acceptances,  667,  614a. 
Accord  and  satisfaction,  562. 
Accounting,  329a,  404,  404a,  421a,  669,  630,  676i. 
Acquiescence,  143,  460,  616a,  660,  618,  860b. 

See  also  Waiyeb. 
Actions  for  commissions,  184,  210,  218,  236,  688,  68O9  682a,  688a,  641a, 
649b,  660,  65da,  666b,  666c,  666d,  692a,  780a. 

for  breach  of  contract^  668. 

of  tort,  40,  79d,  414. 

by  purchaser  against  vendor,  40. 

xsf  aasumpeit,  629,  672. 

between  principals  and  agents,  630. 
Aet  which  broker  cannot  sub-delegate,  6. 

to  dispossess,  and  what  purchaser  may  show  in  defense.  689a. 

See  also  Petitionb.    For  Damages,  see  299. 
Administrators  and  executors,  6,  34,  198,  280,  466,  667. 
Advances,  282,  290,  291,  295,  314,  666. 
Adverse  interests.    See  Inteusts,  Advebsb. 

Advertising  and  advertisements,  20,  24,  30,  37,  128,  661,  606,  733a,  733,  968. 
Advice  of  third  party  immaterial,  809b. 

as  to  liability  made  by  broker  erroneous,  629. 
Afterthought,  as  to  whether  defense  was,  a  question  for  Jury,  920a. 
Agency,  general  and  special,  6,  366. 

several  instances  of  special  do  not  make  a  general,  6. 

duration  of,  14. 

exclusive,  13,  22,  42,  328c,  439,  663,  897,  1084. 

ierminaUon  of  the,  16,  137,  814,  464,  1031. 
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Agency,  agreement  of,  1107. 

after  death,  single  letter  insuificient  to  establish,  46. 

contract  to  take  as  commission  excess  over  net  price  an,  82L 

exercise  of  option  revokes  contract  of,  89. 

not  affected  by  agent  taking  title  bond,  99. 

established  by  correspondence,  17,  738* 

contract  of  and  not  an  option,  1083. 

may  be  withdrawn  by  parol,  22. 

act  constituting  breach  of  contract  of,  259a. 

broker  not  entitled  to  commission  on  bonds  flold  to  his  enstomer 
after  end  of,  277b. 

specific  supersedes  indefinite  contract  of,  492a. 

statement  by  owner  to  broker  after  sale  not  enough  to  establish,  7 12d. 
Agent  or  agents.    See  also  Bbokeb. 

who  are  capable  of  becoming,  1. 

power  of  delegating  authority,  2,  987. 

inherent  power  of  becoming,  3. 

personal  acts  of  undelegatable,  4. 

acts  that  cannot  be  sub-delegated,  5,  26. 

special  and  general,  6,  366. 

who  are  deemed  brokers,  7. 

who  are  not  brokers,  8. 

without  authority  to  employ  a  broker  to  sell,  11. 

exclusive  employment  as,  13,  61. 

authority  conferred  on,  18. 

revocation  of  authority  granted  to,  22. 

how  deeds  should  be  executed  by,  68. 

principals  and,  34,  36,  61. 

of  insurance  company,  broker  obtaining  loan  from  not»  71. 

signature  of  principal  by,  74,  75,  76. 

of  owner,  when  telegraph  company  is  not,  80. 

of  seller,  broker  who  took  option  to  buy  is  not,  88. 

taking  title  bond  does  not  affect  agency,  99. 

styling  himself  agent  for  others  bound  himself,  168 

acts  governed  by  rules  applicable  to  trustees,  311. 

of  both  parties,  middleman  is  common,  578. 

when  principal  liable  for  acts  of  insane^  847a» 

distinguished  from  broker,  3a. 

option  holder  not  necessarily  an,  104a. 

broker  entitled  to  commission  for  sale  to  agent  of  another,  165a. 

of  seller  joining  with  purchaser  of  land,  latter  liable  for  profits 
made,  329a. 

owner  not  liable  to  others  his  agent  appoints,  370a. 

to  rent  and  care  for  land,  may  purchase  it,  381a. 

when  without  implied  power  to  appoint  a  sub,  394a. 
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Agent  ot  agents— OoniMMMd. 

owner  bound  by  his  representations  to  buyer  of  location  of  land, 
451a. 

eontract  between  him  and  sob  need  nofc  be  in  writing,  623a. 

estoppel  by  act  of,  848a. 
Agreement  to  eell,  a  mere  option^  90. 

Alabama,  contracts  for  the  sale  of  lands  most  be  in  writing,  790. 
Alterations  in  written  instruments,  56,  73,  176,  293,  814,  486,  1010,  1039, 

1111. 
Ambiguous  contracts,  49. 
Amendments,  111,  667-674,  880a. 
Apportionment,  453,  1116. 

Appraise,  broker  entitled  to  commission  on  principal's  refusing  to,  434. 
Appropriation  of  broker's  serrices,  24. 

of  benefits  ratifies,  24,  216. 
Approval,  contract  of  sale  subject  to  principal's,  47. 

when  silence  equivalent  to,  24. 
Arbitrarily  refusing  to  accept  lease,  197. 
Architects,  31,  770,  1027. 

Arkansas,  contract  for  sale  of  lands  must  be  in  writing,  79b. 
Assignees  and  assignments,  28,  290,  572,  746,  817. 
Assist,  sub-agent  so  employed  entitled  to  commission,  regardless  of  Tahie 

of  service,  397b. 
Anumpsit.    See  Acnoir  of. 

Attachment,  levy  of  by  broker  defeated  commissions,  464. 
Attendance  at  public  sale,  41. 
Attorney  in  fact,  27,  76,  906. 

at  law,  18,  29,  251,  314. 
Auctioneer,  agreement  with  to  sell  need  not  be  written,  606. 
Auctions  and  auctioneers,  30,  42,  138,  306,  676,  972. 
Authority,  power  of  delegating,  2. 

involving  discretion  undelegatable,  6. 

conferred  on  brokers  and  agents,  10,  18,  239,  265. 

agent  cannot  bind  principal  by  employing  broker  to  sell  without,  11. 

revocation  of,  22,  67. 

to  two  or  more  to  do  act,  all  must  unite,  26. 

broker  cannot  effect  a  sale  without,  18,  127. 

deed  ineff'Hstual  to  set  aside,  57. 

to  sell,  advertisement  on  land  ineffectual  to  imply,  18,  128. 

to  find  purchaser  gives  no  right  to  sell,  129. 

sale  at  $500,  after  asking  lower  terms,  without,  136. 

sale  by  broker  without  written  upheld,  140. 

power  to  do  all  things  concerning  real  estate  confers  power  to  lease,  206. 

contracts  in  excess  of,  307,  307a,  307b,  307c,  314,  392b,  40,  458,  1060. 

to  village  to  sell  bonds  includes  to  employ  broker,  281. 
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Authority,  power  of  deIcgftti]ig--(7ofi<iiMMcL 

of  broker,  improvement  of  property  beyond,  92/L 

broker  to  Bell  cannot  license  to  eut  timber,  330. 

to  locate  and  Burvey,  not  power  to  sell,  339. 

of  a^nt  construed  to  sell,  but  not  to  conTey,  337a. 

broker  to  make  written  cannot  make  oral  contract,  366. 

brewer  not  entitled  to  commission  on  contract  not  conforming  with  his 

instructions,  363a. 
broker  under  oral  cannot  bind  by  written  covenant,  364. 
of  agent  presumed  from  undisputed  possession  for  years,  366. 
to  make  repairs  does  not  warrant  permanent  improvements,  872. 
to  oollect  rent  cannot  employ  broker  to  sell,  381. 
sub-agent  exceeding  bars  commissions,  302. 
broker  selling  lower  than  bars  commissions,  408. 
terms  of  cannot  be  varied,  409. 
half -cash  complied  with  by  sale  for  all,  410. 
half-cash  and  remainder  on  time,  cannot  sell  for  all  cash,  410a. 
negotiations  of  broker  without  not  ratified  by  sale,  416. 
to  sell  for  a  fixed  sum  binding,  422. 
to  sell  for  specified  sum  is  for  cash  only,  422a. 
broker  entitled'  to  commissions,  though  principal  paid  more  than  hb 

expected,  605. 
if  revocable,  broker  finding  after  not  entitled  to  commissions,  616. 
revocation  of  entitles  sub-agent  to  oommissiona  on  sale  made  after,  621« 
to  sell  not  implied  by  broker  putting  advertisement  on  land,  661. 
of  broker  to  require  owner  to  furnish  abstract  of  title,  697. 
when  contract  must  be  in  writing,  without  unenforceable,  602. 

Authority,  of  broker  a  question  for  the  juiyr  1019. 

of  brdcer  to  aell  plantation,  1124 
Avoid  a  contract^  imue  must  be  presented  by  pleadings,  871a. 


Banks,  50,  244,  328p,  449,  466. 

Belief  of  evidence,  instruction  to  jury  ignoring  erroneous,  949,  1038. 

Beneficiaries,  broker  can  not  charge  commissions  to,  442. 

Benefits,  principal  receiving  bound  by  fraud  of  agents  316. 

principal  receiving  ratifies^  667. 
Betrayal  of  trust,  295. 
Bidders,  41,  217,  395,  441. 

Bonds,  38,  276,  277,  277a,  277b,  278,  279,  280,  281,  328  (o),  658,  674,  652. 
Booke,  763. 

Boot,  exchange  for  a  certain  amount  to,  186. 
Borrower,  243,  256,  267a,  328,  666,  630,  787. 
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Bound,  broker  by  first  charge  for  oommiasioiifl,  and  can  not  ineroaaey  211. 

principal  accepting  Taluation  made  by  buyer,  416. 

by  election,  broker  to  look  to  purchaser  for  commissions,  425. 

each  purchaser  for  whole  commission  unless  mistake  pleaded,  679. 

owner  by  legitimate  effect  of  language  than  his  understanding  of  it, 
416a. 
Breach  of  contract,  66S. 
Broker.    See  also  Agent. 

he  cannot  delegate  certain  acts  to  taaMmr,  9. 

who  Is  so  termed,  "^ 

who  is  not  a^  8. 

how  appointed,  10. 

employment  of  and  limitations,  12. 

to  be  assured  compensation  must  have  contract^  VL 

exclusive  appointment  as,  13. 

authority  conferred  upon,  18. 

acting  openly  and  buying  vendor's  property,  40. 

has  a  right  to  give  part  of  commission  to  purchaser,  4L 

owner  not  required  to  inform  of  restrictive  covenant,  48. 

not  agent  of  insurance  company  in  securing  loan,  71. 

may  be  authorized  by  parol  to  sell  or  lease  real  estate,  70a. 

sending  telegrsn^  company  not  agent  thereby,  80. 

to  secure  option  entitled  to  reasonable  commission,  88. 

employed  to  sell,  securing  mere  option,  86. 

finding  purchaser  entitled  to  compensation,  84. 

entitled  to  ooonmission  when  customer  exercises  option,  86. 

entitled  <o  commission^  though  principal  held  only  option,  87. 

who  .took  option  to  buy,  not  agent  to  sell,  88. 

who  sold  under  an  option  not  entitled  to  oommisskm,  08. 

to  procure  loan,  not  entitled  to  eommission  for  option,  98. 

to  secure  two  options,  principal  rescinds  one,  liable  for  breach,  102. 

not  entitled  to  commission  for  unexercised  option,  101. 

not  entitled  to  commission  for  securing  part  of  options^  108. 

obtaining  price  from  owner,  a  naked  option,  104. 

given  option  acting  as  a  purchaser,  106. 

given  option,  owner  estopped  to  claim  purchaser,  107* 

effecting  a  sale  entitled  to  commission,  113. 

entitled  to  more  commission  when  price  increased,  116. 

not  entitled  to  commission  for  nominal  sale,  116. 

entitled  to  commission,  though  sale  enjoined,  118,  469. 

must  effect  a  sale  to  earn  commission,  119. 

entitled  to  commission  on  withdrawal  of  land  from  sale,  120. 

not  entitled  to  commission  when  sale  fails  by  no  fault  of  principal,  122. 

not  entitled  to  commission  for  sale  by  wrong  description,  123. 

not  entitled  to  commission  for  forced  sale  with  joint  owner,  126. 

selling  to  resell  not  guilty  of  fraud,  126. 
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without  authority  cannot  effect  a  eale^  127* 

placing  advertisement  on  land  does  not  imply  right  to  wtSi,  12S. 

authority  to  find  purchaser  none  to  make  sale,  129. 

buying  at  inadequate  price  by  fraud,  sale  set  aside,  130. 

becoming  purchaser  unknown  to  principal  sale  set  aside,  13L 

contract  to  pay  commission  on  effortless  sale  upheld,  132. 

may  be  required  to  make  sale  to  earn  commission,  133,  136. 

selling  for  less  than  authorized  not  entitled  to  commission,  184. 

selling  for  $1,500,  after  asking  lower  terms,  unauthorized,  135. 

sale  by  one  of  rival,  ends  contract  with  others,  137. 

whether  entitled  to  commission  for  both  auction  and  private  sale  a 

question  for  the  jury,  138. 
Belling  property  acquired  from  principal  liable  for  profit,  139. 
authorized  to  sell  without  written  authority,  140. 
second  selling  to  client  of  first,  latter  not  entitled  to  commission,  141. 
sale  by  owner  before  sale  by  bars  commission,  142. 
acquiescence  in  disagreement  bars  commission,  143. 
selling  for  cash  on  execution  of  deed,  144. 
selling  contract  of  sale  entitled  to  commission,  146. 
to  recover  commission  for  sale  of  public  land  must  show  what,  146. 
failing   to   sell   customer,  owner  succeeding,   broker   not  entitled   to 

commission,  148. 
effecting  an  exchange  entitled  to  commission,  150. 
effecting   exchange,    though   other   property    substituted,   entitled    to 

commission,  161. 
entitled  to  commission  where  principal  receives  good  title  in  exchange* 

152. 
must  show  customer  able  to  make  exchange  to  earn  oommiflsioB,  163. 
to  recover  commission  for  exchange  failing  by  defect  in  title  moat  ahov 

good  faith,  156. 
does  not  earn  commission  by  irresponsible  cusbomefr  to  exchange,  167. 
without  employment  not  entitled  to  commiseion  for  exchange,  162. 
commission  pai<i  broker  may  be  recovered  from  party  in  default,  163. 
not  liable  for  misrepresentation  made  in  good  faith,  165. 
employed  by  opposite  party,  error  to  prevent  defendant  showing,  166. 
who  did  nothing,  owner  making  exchange,  not  entitled  to  commission,  169. 
entitled   to   commission   where   exchange   wrongfully   broken   off   by 

principal,  170. 
for  commission,  has  no  interest  or  title  in  propertiej  exchanged,  172. 
when  oiler  to  pay  does  not  show  employment  of,  173. 
agreement  to  wait  for  earned  commission  without  consideration,  174. 
effecting  exchange  entitled  to  commission,  though  terms  changed  bj 

parties,  175. 
not  entitled  to  commission  where  exchange  defeated  by  lease,  177. 
interfering  not  entitled  to  commission  for  effecting  exchaqge,  178. 
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not  entitled  to  commission  where  exchange  defeated  by  failure  to 

famish  abstract  of  title,  179. 
entitled  to  commission  when  purchaser  can  give  title  to  property  in 

exchange,  180. 
not  entitled  to  commission  for  mistake  in  describing  property,  181. 
not  entitled  to  commission  on  failure  of  conditional  agreement,  182. 
not  entitled  to  commission  where  misrepresentation  defeated  exchange 

183. 
effecting  exchange  for  amount  to  boot,  entitled  to  commission  on 

whole  value,  186. 
entitled  to  commission  on  effecting  binding  contract  of  exchange,  186L 
entitled  to  commission  on  producing  one  willing  to  exchange,  188. 
failing  to  consummate  exchange,  proof  necessary  to  recover  commission, 

189. 
earns  commission  when  both  parties  agree  on  terms  of  exchange,  191. 
right  to  commission  not  affected  by  failure  of  one  party  to  perform,  192. 
right  to  commission  defeated  by  failure  to  secure  transfers  in  exchange, 

193. 
not  entitled  to  commission  where  party  shows  bad  faith,  195. 
value  of  services  of  in  negotiating  leases,  196. 

right  to  commission  for  negotiating  lease,  what  does  not  defeat,  197. 
to  sell  securing  contract  to  lease  does  not  earn  commission,  198. 
charge  properly  refused  that  no  leases  are  made  without,  201. 
of  lessee  secretly  securing  renewal  to  himself,  holds  as  trustee,  203. 
entitled  to  commission  for  securing  lessee,  204. 
to  earn  commission  must  negotiate  lease  his  principal  can  perform, 

204a. 
seeuring  tenant's  waiver  of  privilege  of  renewal  binds  principal,  208. 
employed  to  collect  rents,  not  entitled  to  commission  for  securing  leasc^ 

207. 
for  tenant  has  no  claim  on  lessor  for  commission,  208. 
to  secure  lessee  not  entitled  to  commission  for  option,  209. 
in  action  by  for  commission,  owner  can  show  lease  to  another,  210. 
bound  by  first  claim  for  conuniseion  and  cannot  increase  amount,  211. 
securing  lease  for  five  years,  sale  at  second,  loses  remaining  conmiission, 

212. 
oral  assent  to  subletting  unavailing  where  forbidden,  213. 
contract  with  ended,  lease  by  owner,  not  entitled  to  commission,  214. 
bringing  about  a  sale  or  lease  entitled  to  commission,  215,  491. 
not  entitled  to  commission  where  sale  of  lease  frustrated  by  lessor,  216. 
not  entitled  to  commission  where  lessor  refused  to  make  lease,  216a. 
not  entitled  to  commission  where  lease  to  highest  bidder,  and  broker 

preventing,  217. 
to  secure  lease  for  eight  years,  must  do  so  to  earn  commission,  220. 
secret  understanding  of  with  tenant  does  not  affect  principal,  221. 
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one  employing  to  obtain  kma  liable  for  oommiaaion,  222. 

to  be  paid  oommissiott  from  proceeds,  not  entitled  where  loan  T«fnaed 

for  bad  title,  223. 
does  not  earn  oommission  where  lender  refused  to  oonsummate  loan,  224. 
not  entitled  to  oonunission  for  securing  oonditional  loan,  225. 
to  reooyer  commission  for  loan  must  show  on  same  terms,  22iL 
held  entitled  to  eonmiission  for  procuring  loan,  226a. 
reasonable  value  of  serrioes  in  procuring  loan  may  be  shown,  22& 
liable  for  loss  of  loan  on  insufScient  security,  229. 
bound  to  make  good  money  lost  through  his  negligence,  230,  349. 
lor  seller  obtaining  loan  to  buyer,  not  entitled  to  commission  from 

latter,  232. 
procuring  loan  for  less  acoepted,  entitled  to  commission*  233,  429. 
entitled  to  commission  on  finding  lender,  234,  632d. 
barred  commission  for  not  reporting  loan,  235,  431. 
in  action  for  commission  not  necessary  to  prove  tender,  236. 
agency  in  making  loan,  237. 
release  of  judgment  by,  238. 

authority  to  provide  mortgage  for  loan  confined  to  land  designated,  239. 
entitled  to  oommission  where  lender  refused  after   principal,   cored 

defect  in  title,  to  make  loan,  240. 
charging  more,  entitled  to  statutory  oommission  for  loan,  241. 
entitled  to  commission  for  procuring  loan,  though  principal  refused 

to  take,  242. 
to  whom  borrower  paid  oommission  his  agent,  243. 
not  agent  of  lender  by  money  in  bank  subject  to  his  check,  244. 
not  entitled  to  commission  where  owner  himself  secures  loan,  245. 
failing  to  secure  loan,  principal  securing  from  same  party,  ban  eoH^ 

mission,  247. 
to  examine  title  and  secure  loan,  barred  commission  on  failure  by 

defect  in  title,  248. 
losing  loan  through  wrong  dimensions  bars  commission,  249. 
error  to  grant  judgment  for  full  commission  where  loan  fails^  250l 
verdict  for  procuring  loan  set  aside,  262.' 

loan  to  purchaser  on  other  property,  makes  seller's  his  agents  254. 
agreement  as  to  commission  for  procuring  lease  question  for  jury,  253. 
to  procure  loan  not  authorized  to  collect  principal  or  interest^  255. 
held  agent  of  lender  and  not  af  borrower,  256. 
knowledge  as  to  mortgage  binding  on  principal,  258. 
selling  under  power  in  mortgage,  need  not  inform  mortgagor,  269. 
liable  for  loss  in  failing  to  record  mortgage,  260,  349. 
liable  for  loss  from  unpaid  mortgage,  261. 
not  entitled  to  charge  foreclosures  to  principal,  262. 
to  invest  money  confined'  to  first  mortgages,  264. 
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making  loan,  knowing  of  prior  mortgage,  principal's  subordinated 
thereto,  265. 

whether  taking  mortgage  with  wrong  description  gailty  of  negligenee^ 
a  question  for  the  jury,  267. 

mortgage,  taken  by  lender  bound  by  fraud  of,  268. 

payment  on  mortgage  to  seller's  broker,  did  not  bind  mortgagee,  269. 

liable  for  negligence  in  failing  to  learn  liability  under  mortgage,  270, 349. 

liable  for  loss  in  taking  mortgage  on  other  and  not  on  land  sold,  271, 349. 

securing  conditional  sale  of  mortgage,  not  consummated,  not  entitled 
to  commission,  272. 

fraud  of  in  appropriating  money  to  pay  off  mortgages  273,  314. 

failure  of  purchaser  to  execute  mortgage,  barred  commission,  274,  656, 

deprived  of  commission  when  bonds  declared  illegal,  276. 

selling  bonds  entitled  to  commission  on  procuring  buyer  on  terms  pre- 
scribed, 277. 

not  entitled  to  commission  on  sale  of  bonds  on  buyer  withdrawing,  278. 

delivering  bonds  without  disclosing  principal  liable  if  void,  279. 

selling  bonds  in  good  faith  not  liable  to  trust  estate  because  sale 
illegal,  280. 

authority  to  village  to  sell  bonds,  includes  authority  to  employ,  281. 

has  lien  on  securities  in  his  hands  for  commission,  283. 

has  lien  for  fees  on  funds  in  hands  to  loan,  284. 

in  absence  of  contract  has  no  lien  on  funds  or  securities  of  principal,  286. 

where  has  lien,  it  exists  only  so  long  as  he  holds  property,  286. 

lien  confined  to  securities  affected,  287. 

has  no  lien  for  loan  on  trust  estate,  288. 

taking  excess  for  fee,  releasing  lien  falls  on  principal,  289. 

duty  of  to  employer  and  others,  290. 

concealment  and  its  effect  upcm  rights,  291. 

conduct  of,  302. 

making  contract  in  excess  of  authority  binds  himself,  307,  307K 

failure  of  to  report  offer,  3l2. 

false  representations,  313. 

fraud  of  agent  against  principal,  314. 

fraud  of  agent  against  third  persons,  316. 

fraud  of  principal  against  agent,  317. 

fraud  of  third  persons  against  agent,  318. 

debatable  acts  not  constituting  fraud,  320. 

selling  his  own  property  to  principal  set  aside,  321. 

when  he  is  and  when  not  liable  for  interest,  322. 

obtaining  interest  hostile  to  principal,  323,  382. 

improvement  of  property  beyond  authority  of,  324. 

neglecting  to  place  insurance  on  property  liable,  326. 

selling  without  express  agreement^  entitled  to  commission,  828iik 

to  sell  cannot  grant  license  to  cut  timber,  330. 
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authority  construed  to  contract  to  sell  but  noi  to  convey,  337a. 

buying  land-warrants  liable  for  value  of  land,  338. 

not  liable  for  mutual  mistake  as  to  power,  341. 

to  sell  can  take  nothing  but  money,  342. 

has  no  right  to  receive  Mexican  money,  343. 

when  he  need  not  tell  principal  what  land  sold  for,  344. 

knowing  defect  in  principal's  title,  cannot  himself  acquire^  S4Sb 

guilty  of  negligence  barred  commission,  346. 

contract  of  brokerage  not  set  aside  for  f raud»  348. 

departing  from  instructions,  liable,  350. 

when  not  liable  for  loss  on  forged  note,  351. 

when  not  authorized  to  collect  note,  352. 

having  note,  maker  may  pay  him,  353. 

has  no  power  to  receive  payments  on  note  before  due,  354. 

to  collect  interest,  has  no  power  to  collect  principal,  365. 

doing  all  business  for  principal  noay  collect  note  356. 

debtor  should  see  that  broker  has  security,  357. 

for  revocation,  no  sale  made,  entitled  to  nominal  damages,  358. 

how  notice  to  bind  principal  must  be  given,  359. 

on  finding  customer  to  buy,  must  give  principal  notice,  360. 

to  make  a  written  cannot  make  oral  contract,  363. 

not  entitled  to  commission  for  contract  not  conformable  to  aiitboii<gr» 

363a. 
under  oral  authority,  cannot  bind  by  written  covenants,  364. 
entitled  to  commission  where  purchaser  postpones  purchase,  365. 
advancing  the  consideration  takes  deed  absolutely,  368. 
principal  taking  land  in  lieu  of  cash,  broker  entitled  to  commtaioi^ 

369,  376. 

when  principal  paying  one,  not  fiutber  liaMe,  370. 

pool  to  divide  commission  between  brokers  bars  oommiseitni,  371. 

to  make  repairs,  has  no  power  to  make  permanent  improvements,  378. 

cannot  retain  commission  from  purchase  money,  373. 

vendor  refusing  to  sell  liable  for  commission,  374. 

vendor  refusing  to  sell,  when  broker  not  entitled  to  commission,  375. 

refused  land  for  commission,  may  take  cash,  377. 

when  not  entitled  to  commission  in  cash,  378. 

release  by  one,  left  other  entitled  to  half  of  remaining  land,  379. 

release  of  vendee  did  not  deprive  broker  of  commission,  380. 

to  collect  rent  not  authorized  to  employ  broker  to  sell,  381. 

acting  in  bad  faith,  required  to  refund  commission,  323,  382. 

receipt  by,  signed  as  agent,  binds  individually,  383. 

giving  receipt  in  name  of  principal,  purchaser  must  look  to  latter,  384, 

642b. 
giving  receipt  in  name  of  principal,  when  may  be  sued  for  money,  642c 
when  receipt  given  in  name  of  principal  purchaser  may  recall  money,  386. 
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to  collect  rent,  cannot  pay  therefrom  debt  of  principal,  386. 

to  collect  rent  must  apply  proceeds  as  directed  by  principal,  387.  * 

acting  in  interest  of  others,  not  entitled  to  share  in  transaction  for 

principal,  388. 
baying  property,  not  entitled  to  oommlwion  for  its  sale,  389,  389a, 

389b,  389c 
liable  for  fraud  of  sub-agent,  390. 

deprived  of  commission  by  concealment  of  sub-agent,  391. 
sub-agent  exceeding  authority  defeats  commission,  392. 
principal  not  liable  to  eub^agent,  393. 
not  liable  for  poor  sale  by  sub-agent,  394. 
sub-agent  entitled  to  one-half  commission,  396. 
contract  with  sub-agent  binding,  when,  397. 
one  employing  liable  for  commission,  398. 
secretly  learning  price,  etc.,  does  not  earn  commission,  399. 
secretly  representing  both  parties  bars  commission,  400. 
vendor  acts  in  bad  faith  by  paying  commission  to  purchaser's  broker,  401. 
required  to  exercise  skill  of  calling,  402. 
may  be  responsible  for  sufBciency  of  security,  403. 
must  account  to  principal  for  money  received,  404. 
for  seller,  member  of  purchasing  syndicate,  bars  commission,  405. 
giving  names  of  syndicate,  when  sale  by  owner  bars  commission,  40d. 
tenants  in  common  jointly  liable  for  commission,  407. 
selling  lower  than  authorized  bars  commission,  408. 
canirot  vary  terms  of  authority,  409. 

selling  for  all  cash  complies  with  authority  for  half-cash^  410. 
to  sell  for  half-cash  and  time,  cannot  sell  for  aU  cash,  410 
uderstating  price  obtainable  liable  to  principal  for  loss^  412a. 
fraudulent  acts  of  may  give  rise  to  action  of  tort,  414. 
unauthorized  negotiations  not  ratified  by  sale  by  owner,  415. 
accepting  valuation  from  buyer  binds  principal,  416. 
presumption  after  revocation  that  he  acts  for  purchaser,  421. 
entitled  to  commission  on  quantity  contracted  for,  423,  423a 
interfering  in  another's  transaction,  424. 
agreeing  to  look  to  purchaser  for  commission,  426. 
to  purchase  not  entitled  to  commission  from  seller,  425a. 
not  entitled  to  commission  for  sale  at  less  than  fixed  price,  426. 
not  entitled  to  commission  as  contract  not  a  lease,  427. 
not  deprived  of  commission  for  immaterial  variance   in  description, 

428,  428a. 
to  procure  loan  entitled  to  commission  on  finding  lender,  430. 
negotiating  with  two,  sale  to  one  bars  commission,  432. 
not  entitled  to  commission  when  sale  void  by  statute,  433. 
entitled  to  commission  where  principal  refuses  to  appraise,  434. 
purchaser  who  knew  length  of  lot  barred  conmiission  of,  435. 
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where  vendor  repudiates  tender  noi  Bocenary,  4Mb 

unsttccessfal  with  F.,  owner  selling  to  him  and  others  hars  coBuniasioii, 

437. 
not  entitled  to  commisaion  where  party  to  ezeeate  does  not  show  good 

faith,  438. 
unloM  exclusive  not  entitled  to  commission  on  sale  by  another,  439. 
entitled  on  sale  by  owner  to  commission  on  share  of  two  tenants  in 

common,  440. 
preventing  competitive  bidding  not  entitled  to  commission,  441. 
in  not  charge  commissions  to  beneficiaries,  442. 
I<erfering  with  negotiations  of  another,  444. 
iirst  who  succeeds  is  entitled  to  commission,  445. 
who  was  procuring  cause  of  sale  entitled  to  commission,   446,  447. 
effect  upon  right  to  commission  by  break  in  continuity,  447. 
effect  upon  right  to  commission  by  break  in  sequence,  448. 
not  entitled  to  commission  on  sale  by  principal  uninfluenced  by  broker, 

454. 
excess  in  price  as  compensation,  456. 
failure  to  sell,  457,  543. 
failure  to  consummate  contract  of  sale,  458. 
entitled  to  commission  in  stock  of  insurance  company,  468. 
not  entitled  to  full  commission  until  price  paid,  470. 
not  informing  principal  of  customer  defeats  commission,  471. 
knowledge  by  that  principal  owns  part  does  not  defeat  commission,  472. 
litigation  by  third  parties  does  not  defeat  commission,  473. 
methods  of  earning  commission  by,  474. 
not  required  to  prepare  contract  of  purchase,  474a. 
as  middleman  may  recover  from  each  party,  475. 
not  entitled  to  commission  for  sale  of  mines  not  within  the  descrij^ 

tion,  476. 
modification  not  assented  to  by  does  not  defeat  commission,  477. 
modification  in  his  presence  did  not  affect  right  to  commission,  478. 
modification  by  performing  other  services  modifies  right  to  commission* 

479. 
agreeng  to  take  stock  for  commission  can  not  rseover  in  money,  480. 
does  not  take  excess  on  net  price  to  owner,  481. 
selling  at  net  price  not  entitled  to  commission,  482. 
entitled  to  commission  on  note  for  excess,  on  default  of  vendor,  483. 
entitled  to  excess  as  commission  from  first  payment,  484. 
when  owner  changed  gross  to  net  price,  liable  for  commission,  486. 
commissions  computed  on  actual  sum  received,  486. 
commissions  not  defeated  because  nominal  is  not  the  real  purchaser, 

487. 
entitled  to  commission  where  failure  not  caused  by  his  fault,  488. 
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whether  neither  prineipal  nor  broker  effeeting  Mile  knew  of  aaother'B 
negotiations  latter  barred  oommieaion,  489. 

entitled  to  eommisilon  where  principal  tells  before  time  expires,  490. 

reporting  offer  of  $16,000  instead  of  $16,000  did  not  deprive  of  oom- 
mission,  491. 

oral  followed  hy  written  contract  to  sell  land  entitled  to  eonmiission,  492. 

entitled  to  oommiBsion  for  sale  of  four  houses,  not  entitled  to  propor- 
tionate for  one,  493. 

entitled  to  commission  for  sale  of  lots^  not  entitled  to  same  rate  for 
large  body  of  land,  494. 

nromised  commission  for  selling  part,  entitled  to  same  rate  for  all, 
495. 

who  faUed  to  sell  all  entitled  to  commission  on  sale  hy  owner  of  part 
to  eiiatomer,  496. 

share  of  profits  on  sale  throngh  sub-agent,  497. 

oommission  payable  on  sale  and  not  on  collection  of  deferred  pay- 
ments, 498. 

eommission  due  when  contract  made  with  produced  purchaser,  499. 

entitled  to  commission  on  actual  payments  by  defaulting  vendee,  600, 
606. 

limited  to  commission  on  $1,000,  though  property  later  sold  for 
$12,600,  600a. 

right  to  commission  not  defeated  because  to  be  paid  from  purchase 
money,  601. 

principal  liable  for  oommission  on  sale  at  lower  price,  unless  fixed 
required,  602. 

where  principal  agreed  to  pay  on  receipt  of  price,  not  entitled  b^ 
fore,  603. 

eommission  usually  payable  on  completion  of  transaetion,  90L 

entitled  to  commission  though  purchaser  pays  more  than  be  au- 
thorized, 606. 

eases  in  which  held  not  procuring  cause  of  sale,  607. 

entitled  to  commission  where  sale  frustrated  through  failure  to  par- 
tition, 608. 

partial  performance  entitled  neither  to  commission  nor  on  a  quantum 
meruit.  609. 

in  charge  of  real  estate  securing  tenant  entitled  to  recover  on  quan- 
ium  meruit,  610. 

on  principal  selling  for  less  than  agreed  price,  entitled  to  recover  on  a 
quantum  meruit,  611,  612. 

in  absence  of  express  contract  broker  procuriiig  purchaser  may  recover 
on  a  quantum  meruit,  613. 

in  absence  of  fixed  rate  measure  of  commission  value  of  service 
rendered,  613a. 

demand  of  $10,000  to  release  lien  defeated  claim  for  commission,  614. 
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first  entitled  to  commiasion  by  aeoond'B  relinyiithiaeBl^  51& 
II  authority  to  eecure  purchaser  revocable,  finding  after  bars 

mission,  616. 
if  customer  reserves  right  to  withdraw  if  title  bad,  when  ererdaed 

bars  commission,  517,  534. 
unless  exclusive  rival  not  entitled  to  oommission  on  sale  by  another,  518. 
and  sub-agent  similar  in  relations  to  principal  and  agent,  519. 
aub-agent  entitled  to  share  of  commission  though  he  violated  instmo- 

tions,  520. 
liable  to  sub-agent  though  property  on  sale  found  not  to  belong  to 

vendor,  520a. 
sub-agent  entitled  to  commission  for  sale  made  after  revocation  of 

authority,  521. 
sub-agent  not  entitled  to  commission  for  sale  at  reduced  price,  524. 
sub-agent  entitled  to  commission  though  he  failed  to  give  name  of 

purchaser,  525. 
selling  to  railroad  instead  of  to  syndicate,  entitled  to  commission,  526. 
entitled  to  commission  though  sale  other  than  contemplated,  527. 
right  to  commission  not  affected  by  owner's  suppositions,  528. 
erroneous  advice  as  to  liability  defeated  right  to  oommission,  529. 
failing  to  name  purchaser  in  telegram  does  not  defeat  commission,  530. 
where  vendor  sought  to  vary  terms  and  purchaser  refused  to  take, 

broker  entitled  to  oommission,  531. 
entitled   to   commission  on   bringing   parties   together,   though    they 

contract  on  different  terms,  532. 
on  making  sale,  defect  in  title  does  not  deprive  of  commission,  533. 
to  have  part  of  profit,  on  sale  failing  by  defect  in  title  not  entitled  to 

commission,  535. 
payment  of  commission  to,  may  depend  on  transfer  of  title,  536. 
not  entitled  to  commission  where  sale  defeated  by  supposed  defeet  in 

title,  537. 
entitled   to   commission   on   producing   buyer,   whether   principal   or 

another  holds  title,  538. 
sale  defeated  by  want  of  title,  which  he  knew,  not  entitled  to  oom- 
mission, 539. 
ignorance  of  contract  by  holder  of  record  title  did  not  defeat  right 

to  oommission,  540. 
where  sale  failed  by  dispute  over  taxes  barred  commission,  541. 
entitled  to  commission  where  sale  failed  after  memorandum  contract 

signed,  542. 
not  entitled  to  commission  for  unavailing  efforts  to  make  a  sale,  643. 
to  entitle  to  oommission  for  sale  negotiations  must  be  uninterrupted, 

644. 
undisclosed  agreement  to  divide  commission  with  purchaser  does  not 

bar  commission,  545. 
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not  entitled  to  commiBsion  until  he  has  perfomied  his  mdertaking, 
546. 

not  entitled  to  oommiaaion  for  procuring  contract  aubject  to  unau- 
thorized condition,  647. 

procuring  purchaser  for  veated  remainder  on  different  terms  barred 
commisaion,  648. 

doea  not  earn  commisaion  if  contract  void  if  first  payment  fails,  649. 

variance  in  name  of  ranch  sold  did  not  bar  commission,  660. 

not  entitled  to  commission  for  contract  too  vague  to  enforce,  661. 

withdrawal  of  land  from  sale  entitled  by  contract  to  commission,  652. 

withdrawal  and  sale  by  owner  to  customer  in  good  faith  bars  commis- 
sion, 663. 

principal  paying  commission  to  broker  before  purchaser  withdrawing 
can  not  recover  amount,  664. 

entitled  to  commission  where  sale  failed  because  rights  of  two  heirs 
not  acquired,  666. 

circumstances  under  which  he  earns  commission,  667. 

circumstances  under  which  he  does  not  earn  commission,  668. 

who  acquiesced  in  reduction  of  price,  commission  computed  on  price 
received,  660. 

may  be  the  common  agent  of  b6th  parties,  678. 

acting  as  a  mere  middleman,  678. 

when  principal  employing  several  may  remain  neutral  as  to  claims  of,  681. 

parol  contract  binds  unnamed  principal,  683. 

to  share  in  profits  of  sales  not  a  partner,  684. 

has  right  of  action  against  defaulting  purchaser  for  lost  commission, 
688. 

has  right  of  action  against  vendee  for  price  paid  for  property,  688a. 

to  measure  land  does  not  sustain  claim  for  selling,  694. 

taking  title  to  land,  principal  may  tender  amount  and  demand  dsed, 
696. 

when  not  necesaary  to  ahow  vendor  had  a  clear  title,  696. 

without  authority  to  require  owner  to  furnish  abstract  of  title,  697. 

presumed  to  have  contracted  with  reference  to  usage,  699. 

where  authority  must  be  in  writing,  contract  without  unenforceable,  602. 

can  not  recover  commission  when  contract  unenforceable,  603. 

contract  by  unlicensed  unenforceable,  604. 

employment  continues  for  a  reasonable  time,  612,  613. 

principal  admitting  sales,  entitled  to  reaaonable  commiasion,  616a. 

to  recover  commiaaion  on  principal  refuaing  purchaser  tender  not  nec- 
essary, 626. 

reasonable  time  immaterial  when  purchaser  found  while  employed, 
614. 

in  absence  of  express  agreement  reasonable  value  of  services  may  be 
recovered,  616. 
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aot  neoesaary  to  put  prineipal  in  defanlt  before  sviog  for  fees»  617. 

ratification  by  acceptance  of  o£fer  made  to,  019. 

ratification  cures  defect  in  agenf a  appointment,  620. 

ratification  of  appointment  by  principal  executing  ooatntei  with  pur- 
chaser, 621. 

ratification  of  appointment  by  acceptance  of  proceeds,  622. 

where  evidence  shows  sale  for  leas  than  claimed  defendant  caa  not 
object,  627. 

muat  account  to  principal  for  excess  withheld,  630. 

aot  liable  to  principal  for  money  refonded  to  purchaser  on  rejected 
sale,  642a. 

eontract  of,  construed  as  promise  to  pay  price  if  not  sold,  1089. 
Broker  distinguished  from  agent,  da. 

employed  to  purchase  must  secure  one  able  to  convey  free  from  in- 
cumbrances, 12. 

right  to  commission  fixed  on  sale,  and  can  not  be  postponed  without 
his  sanction,  12. 

when  counter-offer  defeated  contract  of  employment,  12. 

owner  fixing  price  and  describing  land  not  enough  to  ooostitote 
ployment,  12. 

when  duplicity  did  not  make  him  agent  of  other  party,  12. 

mere  listing  distinguished  from  exclusive  contract,  12. 

when  contract  for  indefinite  term  not  created,  12. 

owner  not  liable  for  commission  on  sale  after  end  of  agency,  13. 

acceptance  of  exclusive  contract  and  services  supply  mutuality,  13. 

acting  on  unsigned  contract  made  exclusive  one  binding,  18. 

when  entitled  to  commission  whether  sale  by  himself  or  others,  13. 

when  not  so  entitled,  18. 

when  sale  by  owner  to  customer  barred  commission,  IS. 

what  terms  fixed  the  duration  of  right  to  sell,  14. 

when  dissolution  of  firm  does  not  aid  agency,  16. 

sale  at  auction  not  a  breach  of  agency  contract,  16. 

when  not  entitled  to  commission  for  sale  of  syndicate^  16. 

principal  liable  for  commission  on  sale  to  unknown  euBtonier,  15. 

where  he  places  principal  in  touch  with  customer,  entitled  to 
mission,  16. 

when  party  not  liable  on  sale  of  mill  for  commission,  17* 

contract  of  employment  created  by  letters,  17. 

special  contract  supersedes  rule  as  to  employment,  17. 

when  contract  silent,  authority  to  sell  means  for  cash,  18. 

unless   specially   authorised   seller   not   required   to   send   deed    to 
bank,  18. 

when  unauthorised  to  sell  principal  could  repudiate  aet,  18. 

parties  dealing  with  bound  to  learn  limit  of  authority,  18. 
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viiAiitliorized  to  make  lepresentationa  whieh  eonte  aaaementB,  18. 

when  unauthorized  to  bind  principal  to  leU,  18. 

when  exceeds  conferred  authority,  18. 

authority  generally  atrietly  conainied^  IS. 

when  principal  could  not  object  to  hit  a^ing  MQlnMi  lor  pur- 

chaaer,  18. 
when  Bub-agent  may  atate  price  aafcad  ia  tha  loweat^  18. 
communicating  offer  to  buy  at  lower  price  did  not  reT<^e  agency,  22. 
when  right  to  commission  ia  contingent  on  cmsummation  of  sale,  25. 
when  his  misrepresentation  not  chargeable  to  principal,  36. 
when  knowledge  not  aoq[uired  while  acting  for  principal,  30. 
not  entitled  to  commisaion  on  sale  made  after  appointment  of  re- 

ceiTer,  82a. 
entitled  to  commission  on  sale  of  land  for  feUow-broker,  76a. 
entitled  to  commission  though  customer  to  exchange  deiaalfts,  87a. 
giren  option  may  sell  for  more  and  not  account,  105a. 
to  sell  not  entitled  to  commissi<m  after  principal  ^vss  option,  108a. 
to  sell  unauthorised  to  convey,  etc,  118a. 
entitled  to  commission  for  aiding  in  making  sale,  118a. 
entitled  to  commission  for  selling  for  more  cash  than  required^  118b. 
entitled  to  commission  for  sale  to  different  person,  118c. 
to  seH  must  effect  or  secure  binding  contract,  118d. 
entitled  to  commission  on  sale  by  owner  to  customer,  142a,  809a. 
to  effect  excliange  must  act  in  good  faith,  166a. 
to  earn  commisaion  must  produce  one  willing  to  exchange^  157a. 
entitled  to  commission  for  exchange  with  agent  of  another,  165a. 
not  entitled  to  commission  when  party  to  exehaage  irresponsible, 

165b. 
introduction  not  enough  to  earn  commission,  168a. 
barred  commission  when  he  fraudukntly  altered  contract,  176a. 
entitled  to  commission  for  exchange  defteted  by  failure  to  pay  off 

lien,  177a. 
not  entitled  to  commission  where  party  to  enhaage  lacked  title  to 

land,  180a. 
not  entitled  to  eommlasten  for  exehaage  where  wile  did  not  join, 

183a. 
entitled  to  eonunissioii  for  fairty  securing  agreement  for  exchange, 

186a. 
entitled  to  commission  though  contract  for  exchange  oral,  191a. 
not  entitled  to  commission  where  liquidated  damages  flxed  for  breach, 

195a. 
entitled  to  commission  from  both  parties  to  an  exchange,  195b. 
not  entitled  to  commission  for  exehaage  defsated  by  flaw  in  title, 

195c. 
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not  entitled  to  commiision  for  sale  to  eiutonier  procured  to 

198a. 
entitled  to  commiBsion  on  withdrawing  as  party  to  lease,  203a. 
iMured  commission  when  lease  was  not  renewed,  20te. 
entitled  to  commission  althoni^  tenant  defaulted,  207a. 
not  entitled  to  ecnnmission  as  lease  to  another  not  renewal,  212a. 
not  entitled  to  oraunission  where  owner  and  tenant  made  lease,  214a. 
not  entitled  to  commission  where  building  burnt  before  lease  signed, 

216b. 
entitled  to  commission  where  lease  failed,  husband  not  signing,  21  Oe. 
not  entitled  to  commission  where  lessee  failed  to  give  security,  216d. 
entitled  to  commission  on  furnishing  satisfaetorj  tenant,  221a. 
entitled  to  commission  though  co-lessee  Joined  in  making,  221b. 
entitled  to  commission  on   acceptance   of   lease   by   owner's   lawyer, 

221c 
entitled  to  commission  though  lease  obtained  la  Tiolatioii  of  instruc- 
tions, 221d. 
not  entitled  to  any  part  of  conmissioa  paid  other  broker  fo^  lenee, 

221e. 
not  entitled  to  commiesion  for  irresponsible  lessee,  221f. 
required  to  supply  loan  in  reasonable  time  after  abstract  furnished, 

22aa. 
entitled  to  commission  for  procuring  loan,  282a. 
not  entitled  to  commission  for  loan  defeated  by  misrepresentation  of 

borrower,  240a. 
to  procure  loan  may  purchase  the  land  at  mortgage  sale,  266a. 
entitled  to  commission  for  casual  connection  with  sale^  266a. 
barred  commission  by  failure  of  .borrower  to  raise  m<»cj  to  secure 

loan,  267a. 
first  of  seyeral  to  secure  loan  oititled  to  commission,  267b. 
refusal  of  owner  to  fix  date  of  public  sale  not  breach  of  employment 

contract,  260b. 
liable  in  damages  for  assuring  responaibility  of  irresponsible  lessee, 

271a. 
sale  of  land  by  mortgagee  not  withdrawal  contemplated  by  contract, 

274a. 
when  mortgage  should  not  be  added  to  increase  commission,  276a. 
who  ceased  efforts  not  entitled  to  commission  <m  sale  of  bonds  by 

another,  277a. 
not  entitled  to  commission  on  bonds  told  to  customer  after  agency 

ended,  277b. 
entitled  only  to  advances  when  sale  made  by  owner's  manager,  282a. 
required  to  surrender  collateral  on  revocaiioa  of  authori^,  288sl. 
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Broker — Continued, 

denied  right  to  assert  lien  for  cQnimisBio&  on  cxehaage  rescinded  for 
fraud,  2848. 

when  lien  on  purchaser's  interest  not  enforceable,  287b. 

what  he  must  show  to  recover  for  owner's  had  faith,  313. 

to  procure  loan  unauthorized  to  transfer  principal's  note  and  mort- 
gage, 337c. 

entitled  to  commission  on  land  sold  through  mistake  of  owner,  841a. 

not  liable  to  third  parties  for  acta  in  representatlTe  capacity,  841b. 

may  make  oral  contracts  between  themselres,  371a,  683a. 

receipt  for  purchase  money  bound  owner,  886a. 

three  brothers  employing  liable  for  commission,  407a. 

owner  not  bound  to  accept  customer  at  less  price  than  stipulated, 
400a. 

to  sell  ha«  no  power  to  bind  principal  to  sell  and  convey,  418a. 

entitled  to  commission  on  sale  of  lands  other  than  those  listed,  423b. 

right  to  commission  predicated  on  contractual  relations,  423c 

owner  selling  for  less  to  cuetomer  liable  for  commission,  426a. 

accepting  change  of  sale  contract  to  option  did  not  bind  principal, 
427a. 

employment  contract  void  where  made  void  elsewhere,  438a. 

law  cited  where  employment  contract  void  after  one  year,  433b. 

contract  with  printed  signature  upheld  because  acted  upon,  433c. 

entitled  to  payment  of  commission  as  collections  made,  440a. 

entitled  to  commission  on  fumiehing  name  of  prospective  purchaser 
to  owner,  460a. 

not  entitled  to  commission  on  unfinished  negotiations,  468a. 

not  performing  contract  producing  one  to  buy  asking  for  abstract, 
478a. 

when  told  of  proposed  purchaser  owner  may  then  raise  price,  477a. 

where  owner  must  satiefy  right  to  commission  in  one  of  two  meth- 
ods, 479a. 

not  entitled  to  commission  when  payable  by  purchaser  who  de- 
faulted, 483a. 

direct  sale  by  owner  to  unknown  customer  defeats  commission,  480a. 

parol  contract  can  not  take  property  out  of  hands  holding  under 
written  one,  402b. 

specific  written  eupersedes  ordinary  rule  as  to  payment  of  commia- 
aion,  492c. 

entitled  to  commission  for  sale  of  house  on  inatallments,  493a. 

employed  to  sell  entire  tract  must  do  so  to  earn  commission,  408a. 

entitled  to  commiesiaii  on  owner  wrongfully  terminating  contract  to 
sell,  408b. 

lelUng  in  different  acreage  portiona  from  that  prescribed  barred 
commission,  406e. 


992  INDEX. 

(ReferenoMi  ar*  to  seetlons.] 

Brokerage,  equivalent  to  compensation  for  services,  8a. 

in  Illinois  corporation  not  authorized  to  do  business  of  real  estatei,  38. 

contract,  an  option,  and  not  one  of,  85a. 

contract  held  an  option  and  also  of,  110a. 
Building  material,  builder's  contract,  builder's  loan,  282. 

restriction:  sale  subject  to,  24. 
Burden  of  proof,  examples  of,  51,  67,  314,  321,  464,  705-728d. 
Business,  broker  can  not  require  his  principal  to  go  to  place  of,  40,  41. 

C 

California,  contract  with  broker  to  sell  land  must  be  in  writing,  500. 

contract  for  the  sale  of  lands  must  be  in  writing,  79b. 
Canal,  erroneous  description  of  land  adjoining,  59. 
Cancellation  of  contract,  22,  292,  814,  402,  454,  482,  986a. 

of  deed  of  trust,  67,  672,  248a,  266b. 
Care,  instruction  that  broker  should  exercise  greatest,  96SL 
Cash,  18,  41,  121,  144,  292,  314,  328g,  422,  422a,  422b,  464,  670,  626. 
Cashier,  328p,  865. 
Ca/veat  emptor,  52,  316. 
Changes  made  in  contracts,  66,  176a. 
Checks,  vendor  not  required  to  accept  in  payment  for  land,  420b. 

purchaser  could  not  defeat  broker's  right  to  collection  of,  25. 

when  a  sufficient  deposit,  297. 

in  full  of  demands  that  was  not  an  accord  and  satisfaction,  662. 

dismissal  of  action  against  drawer  of  not  error,  863. 
Church  property,  10,  446. 

Circumstances  to  show  broker  agent  of  lender,  256. 
Clandestinely  representing  opposite  party,  290. 
Clerks,  301. 

Cloud  on  title  justified  purchaser  not  to  complete  sale,  614. 
Cloud  on  title  by  default  of  purchaser,  666. 
Co-agent,  when  not  bound  by  option,  24,  36,  98. 

Collateral,  broker  required  to  surrender  on  revocation  of  authority,  283a. 
Collusion,   296. 

Colorado,  contract  for  sale  of  lands  must  be  in  writing,  79b. 
Commissions  and  compensation  of  agents  and  brokers.  Pi.  4,  Sec  423-558. 
Commissions,  when  earned. 

under  exclusive  right,  when  sale  by  owner,  only  when  so  provided,  13. 

when  purchaser  procured  before  revocation,  15. 

upon  ratification  of  unauthorized  acts,  24. 

on  sale  of  contract  for  sale  of  real  estate,  28,  146. 

on  sale  of  lots  by  partnership,  37. 

on  acting  openly  and  buying  vendor's  property,  40. 

although  he  gives  part  to  customer,  41. 
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on  fomiahing  purchafler  aa  reqoeated  by  Mtar,  48. 

en  fumiahing  purchaser,  although  contract  ambiguona^  49. 

on  aelling  land  for  hank,  50. 

OB  sale  by  broker  befoie  change  made  by  seller,  65. 

on  sale  of  interest  of  tenant  in  common,  64. 

on  sale  on  indirect  information  from  broker,  69a. 

on  securing  option,  83. 

finding  acceptable  purchaser,  84. 

on  customer  exercising  option,  86,  96. 

on  making  sale,  although  principal  held  only  option*  87. 

on  effecting  sale  of  land,  113. 

when  amount  of  sale  increased  entitled  to  more,  116. 

although  sale  enjoined,  118,  469. 

under  contract  entitled  on  withdrawal  of  land  from  sale,  120. 

allowed  recovery  on  effortless  sale,  132. 

on  effecting  an  exchange  of  lands,  150,  152. 

on  effecting  an  exchange  although  other  property  substituted,  161. 

when  exchange  wrongfully  broken  off  by  principal,   170. 

on  effecting  exchange  of  lands,  though  terms  changed  by  parties,  176* 

for  effecting  exchange  under  severable  contract,  176. 

for  exchange  when  purchaser  could  give  title  to  property  offered  in 

exchange,  180. 
for  exchange  for  amount  to  boot,  entitled  to  commission  on  whole 

value,  186. 
on  effecting  binding  contract  of  exchange,  186. 
on  producing  customer  willing  to  exchange,  188. 
when  both  parties  agree  on  terms  of  exchange  of  lands,  19L 
although  one  party  to  exchange  failed  to  perform,  192. 
for  lease,  with  privilege  of  purchase,  200. 
for  securing  a  lessee,  204. 
for  bringing  about  a  sale  or  lease,  215,  491. 
for  procuring  a  loan,  226a,  632d. 

for  procuring  a  loan  for  a  less  amount  which  is  accepted,  233,  429. 
on  finding  a  lender,  234,  430. 
where  lender  refused  after  principal  cured  defect  in  title  to  make  the 

loan,  240. 
charging  more,  entitled  to  statutory  fee,  241. 
for  procuring  loan,  though  principal  refused  to  take,  242. 
on  securing  buyer  for  bonds,  277. 

on  openly  and  in  good  faith  purchasing  principal's  property,  290. 
for  finding  purchaser  though  principal  previously  but  in  bad  faith 

sold  to  another,  302. 
on  procuring  purchaser  on  owner's  terms,  313. 
although  purchaser  postpones  purchase,  365. 
although  principal  takes  land  in  lieu  of  cash,  369,  376. 
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Commiflflionfl,  when  earned— <7<mitiHieci. 
althoQgli  Tendor  Tefmea  to  aeU.  874. 
rafosed  land  for  commisaion  may  take  cash,  377. 
releaae  by  one  left  oth«r  entitled  to  half  of  remaining  land,  879. 
although  owner  refused  to  convey,  374a.  | 

releaae  of  vendee  by  vendor  did  not  affect,  880.  ' 

aub-agent  entitled  to  one-half  commiaaions,  896.  i 

entitled  to  oommisaion  on  quantity  contracted  for,  423,  428a.  i 

computed  on  actual  price  received,  660.  ' 

notwithstanding  immaterial  variance  in  deacription,  428,  428tt.  , 

where  principal  refuses  to  appraise,  434. 
on  sale  by  owner  on  share  of  two  tenants  in  common,  440. 
first  broker  who  succeeds  entitled  to,  446. 
broker  who  was  procuring  cause  of  sale  entitled  to,  446. 
entitled  to  in  stock  of  insurance  company,  468. 
on  forfeited  payments  made  by  defaulting  purchaser,  462,  500,  506L 
not  entitled  to  full  commission  until  price  paid,  470. 
as  middleman  may  recover  from  each  principal,  476. 
modification  in  broker's  presence  did  not  affect  right  to,  478. 
in  some  jurisdictiona  on  sale  at  net  price,  482. 
on  sale  at  net  price  and  note  for  excess  to  broker,  and  default  by 

vendor,  483. 
although  vendor  changed  gross  to  net  price,  486. 
where  failure  of  sale  not  caused  by  his  fault,  488. 
where  principal  sold  before  time  expired,  490. 
where  oral  was  followed  by  written  contract  to  aell  land,  492, 
on  sale  of  part  by  owner  to  customer,  496. 
when  contract  of  exchange  executed,  499a. 
when  actual  transfer  made,  499b. 
where  sale  frustrated  through  failure  to  partition,  608. 
first  entitled  by  second's  relinquishment,  616. 
sub-agent  entitled  to  share  commissions,  623. 
sub-agent  entitled  to  commission  though  he  failed  to  give  the  iianM 

of  the  purchaser,  626. 
sale  to  railroad  instead  of  to  syndicate  did  not  deprive  of,  526. 
although  sale  other  than  contemplated,  627. 
not  affected  by  owner's  suppositions,  628. 

when  vendor  sought  to  vary  terms  and  purchaser  refused  to  take,  531. 
on  bringing  parties  together  though  they  contract  on  different  terms,  632. 
not  affected  by  defect  in  owner's  title,  633. 

on  producing  buyer,  whether  principal  or  another  holds  the  title,  538. 
although  holder  of  record  title  ignorant  of  contract,  640. 
where  sale  failed  after  memorandum  contract  signed,  642. 
not  affected   by  undisclosed  agreement  to   divide  commiaaiona  with 

purchaaer,  646. 
not  affected  by  variance  in  name  of  ranch  aold,  560. 
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CommissioDB,  when  earned— <7oiiifnued. 
on  withdrawing  land  from  sale,  552. 

where  sale  failed  because  rights  of  two  heirs  were  not  acquired,  556. 
circilmstancee  generally  entitling  to,  557. 
for  purchaser  brought  through   advertisement,   561. 
although  agreed  to  divide  with  third  persons,  695a. 
on  sale  by  owner  without  notice  of  revocation,  142a»  1110* 
on  sale  for  fellow-broker,  76b. 
on  option  after  death  of  owner,  85b. 
on  exchange,  though  customer  defaults,  87a. 
on  owner  giving  option,  80a. 
on  aiding  in  making  sale,  118a. 

on  sale  where  buyer  paid  more  cash  than  required,  llSbi 
on  sale  to  a  different  person,  118c. 
hnker  must  effect  sale  or  binding  contract,  113d. 
on  transfer  of  undivided  interest  to  joint  owner,  125a. 
on  sale  by  owner  to  broker'e  customer,  142b,  390a,  426a. 
for  exchange  with  person  purporting  to  be  agent  of  another,  165a. 
for  exchange  defeated  by  failure  to  pay  off  liens,  177a. 
for  fairly  secured  agreement  to  exchange,  186a. 
for  agreement  to  exchange  though  not  in  writing,  101a. 
on  exchange  may  recover  from  both  parties,  105b. 
for  procuring  lease,  808a. 

for  procuring  lease,  though  tenant  defaulted,  207a. 
for  lease  which  failed,  husband  not  signing,  216c. 
on  furnishing  satisfactory  tenant,  221a. 
when  procured  lessee  signed  with  co-lessees,  221b. 
on  acceptance  of  lease  by  owner's  lawyer,  221c. 
on  lease  though  secured  in  violation  of  inetructions,  221d* 
on  securing  loan,  232a. 
on  casual  connection  with  the  sale,  256a. 
for  first  of  several  brokers  to  secure  loan,  257b. 
fen*  land  sold  through  mistake  of  owner,  341a, 
by  sub-agent  to  ^stipulated  share,  306a. 
by  sub-agent  to  half  commission  on  option  and  sale,  807a. 
by  sub-agent  when  employed  to  assist,  307b. 
for  sale  of  lands  other  than  those  lifted,  423b. 
on  sale  proportioned  as  payments  collected,  440a. 
on  sale  of  house  on  installments,  403a. 
when  three-fourths  of  collections  enough  to  pay,  406d. 
and  payable  in  reasonable  time,  though  to  be  when  owner  sold  farm, 

408a. 
on    owner  lefasing  to  convey,  though  date  of  settlement  time  fixed, 

499e. 
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CoiiimM8i<m8y  when  earned—- CoiiHfiii€d. 

althou^  agreement  contemplated  another  oaiitract»  4Mg: 

on  breach,  though  to  be  paid  as  buyers  paid*  499h. 

where  broker  procuring  cause  of  sale,  607a. 

entitled  without  disclosing  buyer's  name^  530a. 

on  breach   by  vendor,   though  payment  postponed   till  title  paand, 

63ea. 
when  owner  and  customer  reach  an  agreement,  602b. 
on  contract  held  one  of  sale  and  not  of  agency,  608e. 

on  oontract  signed  by  all  tenants  in  oommon,  002d» 
Gommissions,  when  not  earned. 

under  exclusive  right  on  sale  by  another,  when  not  sa  pravyed  te 
contract,  13. 

obtaining  price  of  land  from  owner  insufficient,  17,  70. 

acting  under  authority  from  one  executor  only,  34. 

ooncealing  name  of  real  and  putting  forward  fictitious  purehaser,  41» 

where  owner  forced  to  join  joint  owner  in  sale,  42,  125. 

for  contingent  sale  which  failed,  54. 

where  counter-proposition  not  an  acceptance,  56. 

when  vendor  refused  to  give  warranty  deed,  57. 

indirect  acts  of  broker  ineffectual,  69. 

securing  a  mere  option  instead  of  a  sale^  85. 

for  sale  under  an  option,  02. 

to  procure  loan,  not  entitled  for  option,  03. 

for  options  withdrawn  before  contract,  05. 

for  unexercised  option,  101. 

for  securing  only  part  of  options,  103. 

for  a  nominal  sale,  116. 

when  failure  caused  by  no  fault  of  principal,  122. 

for  sale  by  wrong  description,  123,  181. 

•elling  below  authorized  price,  134. 

■aoond  selling  to  client  of  first,  latter  not  entitled.  14L 

sale  by  owner  before  that  by  broker,  142. 

acquiescence  by  broker  in  disagreement,  143. 

effecting  exchange  with  irresponsible  customer,  157. 

effecting  an  exchange  without  employment,  162. 

broker  did  nothing,  owner  making  exchange,  169. 

exchange  defeated  by  existence  of  lease,  177. 

exchange  defeated  by  failure  to  furnish  abstract  of  title,  17tL 

effecting  exchange  by  interfering,  178. 

on  failure  of  conditional  agreement,  182. 

where  misrepresentatixm  defeated  exchange,  183. 

failure  of  exchange  by  reason  of  encroachments,  187. 

failure  to  secure  transfers  in  exchange,  193. 

where  party  to  exchange  shows  bad  faith,  195. 

broker  to  sell  securing  one  willing  to  lease,  198. 
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lor  fleeuring  lease,  when  employed  to  collect  rente,  207. 

broker  for  tenant  has  no  claim  on  lessor,  208. 

to  secure  lessee  not  entitled  for  option,  209. 

securing  lease  for  five  years,  sale  at  second,  loses  remaining  oommiii 

sion,  212. 
after  revocation  on  lease  to  customer  by  owner,  214. 
where  sale  of  lease  defeated  by. lessor's  refusing  to  assign,  216. 
for  preventing  lease  to  highest  bidder,  217. 
when  payable  from  proceeds,  and  loan  refused  for  bad  title,  223. 
where  lender  refused  to  consummate  loan,  224. 
for  securing  conditional  loan,  225. 

loan  by  seller  to  buyer,  latter  not  liable  to  former's  broker,  232. 
for  failure  to  report  loan,  235,  431. 
where  owner  himself  procures  loan,  245, 

broker  failing  to  secure  loan,  and  owner  securing  from  same  party,  247. 
broker  to  examine  title  and  secure  loan,  on  failure  by  defect  in  title,  248. 
losing  loan  through  wrong  dimensions,  249. 
conditional  sale  of  mortgage  not  consummated,  272. 
on  bonds  being  declared  illegal,  276. 
t>n  buyer  withdrawing  from  sale  of  bonds,  278. 
for  concealing  important  information  from  principal,  291. 
making  contract  in  excess  of  authority,  307c. 
sale  by  owner  after  abandonment  by  broker,  292. 
for  sham  sale  through  collusion,  296. 
where  broker  really  represented  opposing  party,  296. 
where  sale  deceitfully  made,  298. 

where  broker  acts  fraudulently  with  his  principal,  314. 
when  broker  is  guilty  of  negligence,  346. 
when  brokers  make  pool  to  divide  commission,  371. 
<m  vendor  refusing  to  sell,  in  absence  of  custom  to  contrary,  87i» 
baying  property  not  entitled  on  its  sale,  389,  389a,  389b,  380t. 
by  wrongful  concealment  by  sub-agent^  391. 
by  sub-agent  exceeding  his  authority,  392. 
flecretly  learning  prioe  and  sending  buyer,  399. 
secretly  representing  both  parties,  400. 
broker  member  of  purchasing  syndicate,  406. 
sale  by  owner  before  syndicate  formed,  406. 
selling  at  lower  price  than  authorized,  408. 
failing  to  disclose  best  terms  to  principal,  412. 
for  interfering  in  another  transaction,  424. 
for  a  sale  at  less  than  fixed  prioe,  426. 
contract  secured  not  a  lease,  427. 

broker  negotiating  with  two,  sale  by  owner  to  one,  432. 
lor  sale  void  by  statute,  433. 
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for  shortage  in  length,  when  purchaser  who  defaulted  knew  the  faet,  435. 

broker  unsuccessful  with  F.,  owner  selling  to  him  and  aaother,  437. 

where  party  to  execute  sale  shows  bad  faith,  438. 

unless  exclusive  on  sale  by  another  broker,  439. 

broker  preventing  competitive  bidding,  441. 

can  not  charge  to  beneficiaries,  442. 

by  break  in  continuity  of  broker's  negotiations,  447. 

by  break  in  sequence,  448. 

sale  by  principal,  uninfluenced  by  broker,  454. 

failure  to  oonsununate  contract  of  sale,  458. 

by  default  of  purchaser,  462,  556. 

not  informing  principal  of  customer,  471. 

on  making  a  sale  at  net  price,  482. 

where  neither  principal  nor  other  broker   knew  of  negotiations  of 

broker,  489. 
employed  to  sell  four  houses,  not  entitled  to  same  proportion  for  one,  493. 
where  not  the  procuring  cause  of  sale,  507. 
where  customer  exercises  reserved  right  to  withdraw  for  bad  title, 

517,  534. 
where  broker  to  ha^^e  part  of  profit,  on  sale  failing  by  defect  in  title,  535. 
where  sale  defeated  by  supposed  defect  in  title,  537. 
sale  defeated  by  want  of  title,  which  broker  knew,  539. 
where  sale  failed  by  dispute  over  taxes,  541. 
by  unavailing  efforts  to  effect  a  sale,  543. 
procuring  buyer  for  vested  remainder  on  different  terma^  548. 
if  sale  to  be  void  if  first  payment  fails,  549. 
for  contract  too  vague  for  enforcement,  551. 
by  withdrawal  and  sale  in  good  faith  by  owner,  55S. 
circumstances  under  which  not  earned,  558. 
by  waiver  of  right,  560. 
where  contract  of  sale  unenforceable,  603. 
when  sab-agent  not  employed  by  principal,  lit* 
when  sub-agent  illegally  appointed  can  not  bind  prineipftl,  IIK 
on  sale  made  after  appointment  of  receiver,  62a. 
on  principal  giving  option  to  procured  buyer,  108a. 
when  purchaser  induced  by  catalogue,  128a. 

on  sale  by  owner  to  broker's  customer  after  employment  aided,  141^ 
on  exchange  with  customer  by  another  broker,  151a. 
OD  exchange  with  irresponsible  person,  165b. 
on  introduction  where  exchange  was  made  by  another,  169a. 
on  fraudulently  altered  oontract^  176a. 
on  exchange  where  party  lacked  title  to  land,  180ft. 
on  exchange  of  homestead,  wife  not  joining,  188a. 
where  party  withdrew  offer  to  exchange,  192a. 
where  liquidated  damages  fixed  for  breach,  196a. 
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where  exchange  defeated  by  flaw  in  title,  196o. 

where  customer  procured  to  lease  buye,  198a. 

where  lessee  failed  to  renew,  206a. 

where  lease  made  to  another  party  and  not  renewed,  212a. 

where  owner  and  tenant  independently  made  lease,  214a. 

where  building  destroyed  before  lease  signed,  216b. 

where  lessee  failed  to  give  required  security,  217d. 

when  not  entitled  to.  part  of  commission  paid  other  broker,  221e. 

for  procuring  irresponsible  lessee,  221f. 

on  loan  defeated  through  borrower's  misrepresentation,  249a. 

on  failure  of  borrower  to  raise  money  to  secure  loan,  257a. 

on  bondd  sold  by  another  agent,  277a. 

on  bonds  sold  to  broker's  customer  after  agency  ended,  277b. 

on  sale  made  by  owner's  manager,  282a. 

on  negotiations  not  culminating  in  a  contract,  468a. 

when  commission  payable  by  purchaser  who  defaulted,  488a. 

on  sale  by  owner  to  unknown  customer  of  broker,  489a. 

for  sale  in  different  acreage  portion  from  that  prescribed,  496c 

for  lease  not  executed,  499d. 

when  guilty  of  fraud  or  misrepresentation,  499f. 

when  contract  differed  as  to  deferred  payments,  608a. 

where  broker  waived  his  rights  thereto,  516a. 

on  sale  to  broker's  customer  by  owner's  son,  624a. 

without  agreement  broker  could  not  enforce  division  of  commission^ 
632c. 

from  vendor  when  broker  acted  for  purchaser,  712e. 

when  law  of  place  of  performance  governs  as  to,  1129. 
Commissions  or  compensation. 

broker  entitled  to  reasonable,  615,  616. 

in  estimating  on  exchanges,  actual  and  not  trade  values  govern,  149. 

paid  broker  may  be  recovered  from  party  in  default,  168,  882,  664. 

methods  of  earning,  474. 

whether  additional  promised  a  question  for  Jury,  918. 
Common  counts,  314,  631,  704a. 

Competing  purchasers,  broker  not  necessarily  guilty  in  representing,  320. 
Competition,  preventing,  441. 
Complaint.    See  Petition  ob  Ooicflaint. 

Completion  of  transaction,  oommission  usually  payable  upon,  604. 
Computation  of  commissions  made  on  acioal  sum  received,  486,  660. 

as  agreed  upon,  428a* 
Computing  commission,  mortgage  treated  as  part  of  purchase  price,  276. 
Compromise,  765. 
Concealed  principaL    See  UionaoLOfliD  PmrciPAL. 
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CoBoeatanent,  41,  222,  291,  299,  SU,  315,  318,  320,  382,  391,  446,  487,  568, 

583. 
Conditional  agreements,  40,  44,  182,  225,  458,  517,  558. 

sale  of  mortgage,  272. 
Ckmditions  precedent,  45,  54,  470,  557,  570,  587. 
Conduct  of  brdcer,  302. 

of  owner,  802a, 
Conformity,  568. 
Connivance,  182. 

Consent,  17,  51,  120,  290,  314,  567,  644,  1036. 
Consideration,  contraet  must  be  baaed  upon  a,  19. 

agreement  to  wait  for  eonuniasion  unsupported  by  M,  174» 

failure  of,  46,  1048. 

moral  obligation  as,  433d,  590. 

essential  constituent  of  an  enforceable  eontraeft,  2L 

what  constitutes  yabiable,  a  question  of  law,  1007. 

when  the  return  of  must  be  pleaded,  630. 

contract  that  did  not  rest  on  an  immoral,  559. 
Consolidation  of  interests  not  a  sale,  66. 
Conspiracy  of  broker  and  purchaser  to  defraud  vendor,  862a. 

purchaser  and  owner  to  deprive  broker  of  commissions,  862b. 
Con9truction8.    See  Judicial  CoNSTBUcnoirs  aitd  IifTiBFBBiAnoirB. 
Consummation  of  sale,  lease  loan,  exchange,  mortgage,  23,  119,  156,  189, 

218,  224,  233,  272,  375,  433,  448,  458,  482,  499a,  499b,  670,  572. 
Ccmtingency,  54,  780. 
Continuity  broken,  and  its  effects,  447. 
Contractual  relations.    As  to  insufficiency  of  aeta  to  eftabllah,  69. 

information  not  establishing,  70. 
Contract  of  sale,  to  set  aside^  130,  151,  295,  32L 

deed  treated  as  a,  57. 

entire  or  severable^  67. 

if  faihi  by  defect  in  title  may  dq^rive  broker  of  commission,  12. 

coupled  with  an  interest,  16. 

in  excess  of  authority  does  not  bind  prineipal,  18. 

special  for  sale  of  real  estate,  17. 

unilateral,  20,  397. 
Contract,  must  be  ba^ed  upon  a  consideration,  19,  21« 

repudiation  or  rescission  of,  23. 

ratification  of,  24. 

personal,  promise  by  administrator  to  broker,  34. 
Contract,  conditional,  44,  65. 

agent  varying  terms  not  entitled  to  commission,  4L 

condition  precedent  to  taking  effect,  45. 
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effect  of  death  of  principal  or  agents  46. 

ambiguous,  construction  given  to,  49. 

clianges  in,  56. 

not  that  of  the  owner,  65. 

failure  of  vendor  to  re-execute,  73. 

to  divide  commissions  must  be  in  writing,  79. 

agent  may  be  authorized  by  parol  to  make  lease  or  sale  of  real  prop- 
erty, 79a. 

for  sale  of  lands  in  certain  States  must  be  in  writing,  79b. 

with  another,  telegram  should  reach  principal  before,  81. 

to  take  beyond  net  price  for  commission  an  agency  and  not  an  option, 
82. 

exercise  of  option  revokes  agency,  89. 

to  sell,  etc,  a  mere  option,  90. 

sale  by  owner,  subject  to  option,  not  a  breach  of,  91. 

principal  liable  to  action  for  breach  of,  36,  42,  102,  663,  299,  572. 

what  is  not  a  breach  of,  37. 

of  exchange  of  lands,  subject  to  encroachments,  a  mere  option,  97. 

when  petition  shows  no  breach  of,  636. 

can  not  recover  on  proof  of  substituted,  638. 

of  sale  may  be  established  by  circumstantial  evidence,  114. 

prima  facie  evidence  of  readiness  to  buy,  117. 

exchange  prima  facie  evidence  of  title,  190. 

to  pay  broker  for  effortless  sale  upheld,  132. 

may  require  a  sale  to  entitle  broker  to  commission,  133. 

without  special,  what  required  of  broker  to  find  a  purchaser,  136. 

ended  by  a  sale  by  one  of  rival  brokers,  137. 

of  sale,  broker  selling  and  vendee  refusing  to  assign,  145. 

agreement  to  plat  and  sell,  etc.,  147. 

of  exchange,  broker  entitled  to  commission  on  execution  of,  160. 

to  purchase  land  for  exchange,  sufficiency  of,  154. 

to  convey  not  sufficient  to  show  title,  159. 

to  procure  a  purchaser,  160. 

of  exchange,  failure  of  condition,  182. 

held  to  be  severable,  176. 

broker  selling  under  power  in  mortgage  without  notifying  mortgagor 
commits  no  breach  of,  269. 

abandonment  of  by  purchaser,  292. 

abandonment  by  broker,  292. 

in  excess  of  authority  vested  in  broker,  307. 

varying  from  instructions  will  not  be  enforced,  307a. 

in  excess  of  authority  binds  the  broker,  3071k 

iUegal,  327. 
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Contrset,  of  sale  under  a  general  power,  broker  must  bind  principal  by,  3281. 
of  brokerage  not  set  aside  for  fraud,  348. 
broker  to  make  written,  can  not  make  oral,  303. 
to  divide  fees  with  sub^gent  becomes  binding  when,  397. 
when  modified,  rights  depend  upon  new,  411. 

for  the  sale  of  real  estate  may  be  established  by  oral  evidence,  410. 
secured  not  a  lease,  and  broker  not  entitled  to  commission,  427. 
consummation  of,  449,  458. 

of  sale,  when  invalidity  unavailable  to  defeat  commission^  464. 
by  performance,  455,  567. 
severable,  455. 

failure  of  purchaser  to  carry  out»  460. 
cancellation  of,  462. 
in  excess  of  authority,  458.  • 

defect  in  title  defeating  commiraion,  459. 
broker  not  required  to  prepare,  474a. 
orail,  followed  by  written,  to  sell  land  entitles  broker  to  oommisaion, 

492. 
eommissions  are  due  when  contract  made  with  purchaser  produeed 

by  broker,  499. 
partial  performance  entitles  broker  to  recover  neither  on  contract  nor 

on  a  quantum  meruit,  509. 
in  absence  of  express  broker  producing  purchaser  may  recover  on  a 

quantum  meruit,  513. 
broker  entitled  to  commission  on  bringing  parties  together  though  th^ 

contract  on  different  terms,  532. 
after  memorandum   contract   signed,   broker   entitled  to  commission 

where  principal  refused  to  pay  water  tax,  542. 
in  some  States  recovery  may  be  had  for  partial  performance  of  an 

entire,  546a. 
subject  to  unauthorized  condition,  broker  not  entitled  to  conmiissioB 

for  procuring,  547. 
to  be  void  if  first  payment  fails,  broker  does  not  earn  commission,  549. 
withdrawal  of  land  from  sale  entitles  broker  to  commission,  552. 
withdrawal  and  sale  by  owner  to  customer,  in  good  faith,  bars  com- 
mission, 553. 
parol,  binds  unnamed  principal,  583. 
to  pay  commission  on  withdrawing  land  from  sale  strictly  eonstmed, 

585. 
verbal  for  sale  of  land,  no  rights  in  equity  under,  589. 
of  sale  requiring  abstract  of  title  not  within  authority,  697. 
usage  proved,  law  presumes  contract  made  with  reference  thereto,  599. 
where  required  to  be  in  writing,  without  unenforceable,  602. 
where  unenforceable  broker  can  not  recover  commission,  603. 
by  unlicensed  broker  not  absolutely  void,  604. 
hiring  auctioneer  need  not  be  in  writing,  605. 
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Oontneti  to  pay  plaintiff  if  defendant  bon^t  railroad  good  only  for  a 

reasonable  time,  613. 
where  unauthorized,  knowledge  of  by  principal  a  prerequisite  to  rati- 
fication, 624. 
ratification  of,  not  shown  by  acquiescence  in  without  knowledge,  618. 
ratification  shown  by  acceptance  of  offer,  610. 
of  employment,  plaintiff  must  alle^,  632a. 
what  broker  must  show  to  recover  on  implied,  712a. 
recovery  of  money  paid  on  unauthorized,  728a. 
to  avoid  issue  must  be  presented  by  pleadings,  871a. 
between  owner  and  purchaser  not  evidence  that  broker  found  pnr> 

chaser,  833a. 
invalid,  instruction  so  stating  misleading,  1002. 
of  sale,  instrument  construed  to  be,  1087. 
when  not  invalid,  1092. 

not  in  violation  of  United  States  land  laws,  1100. 
limited  to  one-half  net  profits,  1103. 

construed  that  broker  was  to  receive  one-half  net  profits^  1104. 
construed  not  to  be  harsh  or  unreasonable,  1106. 
construed  to  be  one  of  agency,  1107. 
construed  to  be  enforceable  against  principal,  1108. 
of  agent  to  sell  land,  not  objectionable  though  not  signed  by  both 

parties,  1109. 
for  benefit  of  third  person  may  be,  by  him,  enforced,  1111. 
of  sale,  distinction  drawn  between  consiunmated  and  unconsummated^ 

1113. 
between  brokers  for  division  of  commission  construed,  1114. 
for  commissions,  construction  of,  1115. 
held  to  be  severable  and  not  entire,  1116. 
construction  defining  employment  of  word  "list,"  1117. 
construction  of,  to  pay  commission  to  broker,  1118. 
construction  of  particular,  1119,  1120,  1121,  1122,  1124,  1127,  1128, 

1129. 
when  place  of  performance  of  governs,  1128,  1129. 
when  interpretation  of  for  the  court,  when  a  question  of  fact  for  jury, 

1131. 
may  be  put  in  writing  after  performance,  79e. 
action  ew  delicto  maintainable  on  parol,  79d. 
construed  one  of  sale  and  not  an  option,  82a, 
of  option  not  within  statute  of  frauds,  8da. 
to  sell  land  may  give  broker  option  to  purchase,  84a, 
held  an  option  and  not  one  of  brokerage,  85a. 
br<dcer  procuring  customer  to  exchange  who  defaults,  entitled  to 

commission,  87a. 
to  mU  real  wtate  though  word  "option^  it  wed,  90a. 
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Contract  to  pay,  etc — Continued, 

held  an  option  and  brokerage,  110a. 

held  not  within  statute  of  frauda,  140a. 

fraudulently  altered  barred  eommisaionay  176a. 

for  exchange,  not  in  writing,  does  not  bar  eommiflrioOy  191m. 

act  constitvting  breach  of,  200a. 

refoaal  of  owner  to  fix  date  of  public  aale  not  a  breadi  o^  269b. 

brokers  may  make  oral  between  themsehrea^  971a. 

three  brothers  acting  for  family  liable  for  commiaaion  on,  407*. 

written  to  sell  realty  can  not  be  modified  oraDy,  411a. 

held  to  guarantee  paymant  of  |8,000  for  land  sold  at  pnblie  sale, 
403a. 

to  sell  gives  no  power  to  bind  principal  to  sell  and  eonvej,  418a. 

to  sell  land  not  required  to  be  in  writing,  410a. 

broker  accepting  change  of  sale  to  option  did  not  bind  principal, 
427a. 

of  employment  of  broker  void  by  law  of  state  where  made  Toid  every- 
where, 433a. 

with  broker  by  statute  Toid  after  one  year,  4331k 

with  broker  where  signature  printed  upheld,  433e. 

▼oid,  yet  notes  collectible,  433d. 

ii^gotiati<Nis  not  constituting  contract,  broker  barred  eonunisBioB, 
468a. 

broker  not  performing  by  producing  one  who  asks  for  abstract  in  ad- 
dition, 470a. 

qiecific  enpersedes  prior  indefinite,  492a. 

OB  breach  to  exchange  broker  can  not  recover  from  wrongdoer  com- 
mission payable  by  other  party,  617a. 

between  agent  and  sub  need  not  be  in  writing,  623a. 

by  broker  beyond  authority  void,  549a. 

between  brolrers  to  share  commissions  need  not  be  in  writing;  683a. 

broker  entitled  to  commission  on  corporation  acquiring  title  to  land, 
606a. 

broker  to  purchase,  without  binding  contract*  must  get  one  with 
good  title  to  earn  commission,  600b. 

postal  card  insuflScient  to  constitute,  601a. 

held  <me  to  sell  and  not  of  agency,  002c 

signed  by  all  tenants  in  common  entitled  broker  to  oommissioB,  602d. 

«f  employment  must  be  in  writing  whether  broker  or  middlwnan, 
002e. 

to  purchaee  land  not  required  to  be  in  writing,  003a. 

ci  employment  of  broker  in  March  not  ended  in  August,  612d. 

in  absence  of  tooker  could  not  enforce  division  of  commission,  OSSbe. 

broker's  failure  to  show  performance  no  cause  of  action,  649b. 

broker's  failure  to  state  performance  of,  049b. 

bffoker'a  failure  to  properly  state  employment,  660a. 
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Omtraei  to  pay,  etc— Con^tmiad. 

of  employmoit  by  implication,  712b. 

evidence  admieaible  to  show  one  for  oompcniation,  749b. 

broker  must  prove  as  pleaded^  838d. 

oral  promiBe  to  make  does  not  estop  to  deny  right  to  eonmiiasion, 
Mia. 

ailing  erprsBs  can  not  recover  on  implied,  883a. 

where  binding  needed  to  finding  a  purchaser,  466. 

without  broker  must  consummate  sale,  466. 

fulfilhnent  of  not  interfered  with  by  courts,  671. 

construction  of,  1182. 
CouTersations  a6  evidence^  736,  736,  809a,  827. 
Gonyeyances,  setting  aside  of,  18,  67,  672. 
Co-operation,  219. 

Corporations,  24,  38,  204a,  328n,  306,  314,  468,  667,  672,  674,  696a,  1076c. 
Correspondence,  17,  18,  21,  23,  24,  42,  79,  287,  664,  648,  738,  767,  803a, 

829,  1079. 
Costs,  560,  700a. 
Counter-proposition,  66. 

County.    When  not  chargeable  with  ft  dcbt»  30Sa. 
Courts,  17,  814,  671,  1066,  1131. 

findings  by,  1048-1063b. 
Covenants,  43,  239,  364,  417. 
Credit,  63. 
Creditor  collecting  rent  can  not  pay  therefrom  his  own  debt,  386. 

failing  to  impeach  eonveyanee^  161. 
Crops,  486,  600a. 

Cross-examination,  817,  817a,  817b' 
Cross-petition,  630. 

Custodian  of  contract,  in  absence  of  other  arrangement,  broker  is,  667. 
Custom  or  usage,  24,  462,  698,  699,  626,  626a,  746,  764,  1021,  1026. 

D 

Damages,  actions  for,  16,  26,  271a,  299,  313,  462,  663,  672. 

error  to  charge  Jury  not  bound  by  any  rule  in  fixing,  1013. 

measure  of,  300,  368,  396,  462,  687. 

speculative,  300. 

certain  expenses  not  elemsnts  of,  661. 

Bee  also  Pbtihon. 
Deals,  466,  670,  771,  820,  866,  967. 
Death,  its  effect  upon  contracts,  16,  34,  46,  466. 

single  letter  insufficient  to  establish  agency  after,  46. 
Debt,  when  county  not  chargeable  with  a»  303a. 

of  another,  303. 
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I>el>tor  befon  paymeiit  «1ioia1d  Me  agent  has  seeiirit^,  S67. 
Decedent,  84. 

I>eeeit,  41,  5»8,  S21,  «07.  lOKS.  1078. 

I>eed8,  15,  18,  24,  88,  86,  89.  48,  57,  90,  144,  169,  161,  168,  290,  291,  292, 
811,  814,  885,  864,  868,  464,  672,  674,  612a,  626,  628,  768,  926. 

their  execution  by  afrenta,  68. 
Default,  party  in  liable  for  commiasion,  168. 
Default,  purchaser  in,  broker  not  entitled  to  eommisaton,  274,  462,  666. 

broker  in,  liable  to  pur  interent,  822. 

not  necessary  to  put  defendant  in  before  suin^  for  feen,  617. 

in  an  exebanffe,  liable  for  eommiesion  paid  broker,  168. 

to  entitle  broker  to  conunission,  must  be  by  refnsal  or,  of  principal* 
468. 
Defaultinflr  m  to  ezehaage,  psrty  not  liable  to  broker  for  eonunlMiottv 
1085. 

purchaser,  broker  bas  rimlit  of  aettoa  against  fbr  lost  commiarion, 

OoO. 

Tendee,  broker  entitled  to  eommissioB  on  actual  payments  by,  500, 
600a,  606. 
Defeat  of  broker's  right  to  eommissions,  what  eifeets. 

merely  obtaining  price  from  owner,  and  not  employed,  17. 

purchaser  making  parol  contract  and   repudiating  before  it  ia   re- 
duced to  writing,  41. 

by  misrepresentations  of  broker,  42,  188. 

by  broker's  mistake  In  describing  land,  181. 

by  failure  of  conditional  agreement,  182. 

by  failure  to  seenre  transfers  from  parties  to  esehaagv^  Itt. 

sale  frustrated  by  Issior^  refusal  to  assign,  216. 

where  lender  refused  to  consummate  loan,  224. 

eonditional  lotun,  defeated  by  defect  in  title,  226. 

by  failure  of  purchaser  to  execute  mortgage,  274. 

by  breach  of  broker's  duty  to  principal,  290. 

by  negligence  of  broker,  846. 

by  sub-agent  concealing  fact  from  prindpal,  891. 

by  sob-agent  exceeding  authority,  392. 

by  secretly  representing  both  parties^  400. 

broker  a  member  of  purchasing  syndicate,  406. 

broker  making  sale  on  lower  terms  than  authorised,  408. 

broker  failing  to  disclose  to  principal  the  best  terms  obtainable,  412, 
412a. 

where  purchaser  who  knew  exact  length  of  lot  refused  on  that  aeeount 
to  take,  436. 

instances  of  defeat  of  broker's  right  to  commission,  454. 

by  failure  to  consummate  contract  of  sale,  458. 

in  certain  cases  by  failure  of  sale  by  defect  in  title,  469. 
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Defeat  of  broker's  right  to  oommissions,  what  effects— OowlimiedL 

on  aooount  of  irresponsibility  of  purchaser,  464. 

failure  to  inform  principal  of  customery  471. 

lor  sale  not  within  the  description,  476. 

when  oommission  payable  from  purchase  money,  where  sale  not  made, 
601. 

by  broker's  erroneous  advice  as  to  liability  for  sewer  tax,  529. 

by  demand  of  $10,000  to  release  contract  lien,  614. 

snb-agent  could  not  reoorer  unlawful  commissions,  622. 
Defeat  of  broker's  right  to  commissions,  what  does  not  efTect. 

sale  by  owner  to  one  with  whom  broker  had  begun  negotiations,  16. 

refusal  of  wife  to  join  in  deed  of  conveyance,  39. 

although  principal  held  only  an  option  at  time  of  sale,  87. 

that  customer  does  not  own  land,  when  he  has  a  contract  for  its  pur- 
chase, 164. 

by  lessor's  arbitrarily  refusing  to  accept  lease,  197. 

by  principal  refusing  to  take  loan,  242. 

by  principal  selling  to  another  after  broker  has  a  customer,  302. 

by  immaterial  variance  in  the  description,  428,  428a. 

instances  which  did  not  defeat  broker's  right  to  commissions,  464. 

selling  a  portion  instead  of  whole  tract,  468. 

payment  of  forfeiture  held  equivalent  to  performance,  462. 

on  making  contract,  which  is  accepted,  although  purchaser  turns  out 

to  be  irresponsible,  464. 

litigation  instituted  by  third  persons,  473. 

by  modification  not  assented  to  by  broker,  477. 

by  modification  by  owner  in  broker's  presence,  478. 

broker  failing  to  disclose  that  nominal  is  not  the  real  porohaaer,  487> 

reporting  offer  of  $16,000  instead  of  $16,000.  491. 

because  to  be  paid  from  purchase  money,  and  sale  failed,  601. 

failing  to  name  purchaser  in  telegram  to  owner,  630. 

if  purchaser  willing  to  perform  statute  of  frauds  unavailable  to  de- 
feat, 609. 
Defeat  of  loan  through  wrong  dimensions,  249. 
Defective  petition  for  commission  on  passing  of  title,  049* 

for  procuring  tenant,  in  not  alleging  to  sell,  660. 

for  selling  bonds,  662. 

in  not  alleging  agreements  stated,  664. 
Defects  in  principal's  title,  346,  469. 
Defenses,  218,  676-703h,  1029. 
Definitions.    See  Jtn>iciAL  Conbtbuctiohi  aud  iHTVBPUSATioifa. 

See  WoBDB. 
Delays,  18,  41,  292,  296,  614d. 
Delegated  authority,  2,  6,  987. 
Demurrable,  alleging  sale  by  owner  ending  oontraet,  64S. 

ailing  notice  of  double  employment  not,  646. 
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Demnmble  aHegiiig  sale  by  owner  ending  contract — ComHmted, 

incomplete  copice  of  unsigned  letters,  648. 

asking  judgment  for  excess  over  net  pries^  on  refosal  to  seU,  666. 
Oemnrrer,  640,  669-665a. 
Departores,  what  are  not,  669,  704,  704a. 
DqKMits,  50,  61,  297,  668,  806. 

Description  of  property,  69,  128,  181,  267,  296,  428,  428a,  461b^  476. 
Destmction  of  snbjeet-matter  of  contract^  16. 
Diamonde,  434. 

Difference  in  price  principal  willing  to  sell  «6  and  aakad,  466b 
Dimensions  of  property,  249,  486,  461* 
Dissgrcements,  143,  466. 
Discretion,  6,  111,  304,  S28i,  826. 

acts  involTing  broker  can  not  snb-delegats^  6. 
Dismissal  of  action,  when  proper,  636a,  863. 

when  error,  864,  1078. 

may  receive  evidence  after  motion  for,  833b. 
Dissolution  of  agency.    See  AoKZfCT,  Tkucnf ahdh  or. 

Division  of  commissions.    Bee  Sbabeng  Gommfliozra. 
Doable  liabiUty,  36,  306. 

compensation,  232,  264,  476,  669,  676,  630. 

capacity,  306. 

payment  of  commissions,  burden  of  proof,  728a» 

employment  forbidden,  51. 

notice  or  knowledge  of  by  principal,  660. 
allegation  of  notice  of  not  demurrable,  644. 
Drunkenness,  60. 

Due,  when  commissions  become,  499,  499a,  499b. 
Duplicate,  contract  in,  458. 
Duty  or  obligation,  166,  290,  291,  314,  344,  420,  «»a»  466,  678,  656a. 

E 

Earned,  when  a  broker's  commissions  ai^  499a. 

commissions,  to  recover  immaterial  whether  broker  was  agent,  799n. 
owner  can  not  by  refusing  to  eonvey  defeat,  374a. 
Ejectment,  57,  311,  595. 
Election  of  remedies,  414a. 

Employe  of  seller  defeating  sale,  broker  entitled  to  commission,  461. 
Employment  of  broker,  12,  13,  17,  21,  92,  564. 

sale  according  to  terms  of  entitles  broker  to  conunission,  113. 

suffices  in  the  absence  of  ratification,  24. 

when  offer  to  pay  broker  does  not  show,  173* 

doable  forbidden,  51. 
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Employment  of  broker — Continued, 

participation  in  exchange,  without^  does  not  entitle  broker  to  com- 
mission, 162. 

abandonment  of,  292,  558. 

in  absence  of,  introducing  purchaser  aometimes  in8u£Bcient»  450. 

of  engineer,  310. 

custom  insufficient  to  supply  lack  of,  026a. 

in  petition  for  commissions  must  allege  contract  of,  632a. 

of  broker  to  measure  land,  594. 
Encroachments,  228,  766. 
Entries,  in  books  as  evidence,  748. 
EquiUble  title  to  stock,  572. 
Equity,  314,  321,  572,  589,  967. 
Error,  to  prevent  showing  how  option  was  made  to  buyer,  106. 

to  grant  new  trial  to  set  up  exercise  of  option.  111. 

to  prerent  defendant  showing  broker  was  employed  by  other  party* 
166. 

to  grant  judgment  for  full  amount  of  eommissioii  when  loan  failed, 
250. 

refusal  to  grant  non-fiuit  not^  1076a. 

in  awarding  verdict  to  real  estata  •gtnt^  lOTSbw 
Errors,  1072-1078k. 
Escrow,  deed  in,  34,  297. 

Estoppels,  107,  211,  246,  258,  329,  601,  839-862e. 
Evidence,  contract  of  sale  may  be  established  by  eirsumstantial,  114. 

deed  of  conveyance  to  prove  exchange,  161. 

proof  necessary  to  recover  commission  for  exchange  when  not  con- 
summated, 189. 

execution  of  contract  prima  facie  evidence  of  title,  190. 

verdict  set  aside  as  against  the  weight  of,  252. 

admissible,  237,  684b,  696a,  729-761d. 

inadmissible,  184,  762-788d,  802a. 

immaterial,  174,  525,  784-803a,  805b,  809«. 

irrelevant,  804-809c. 

in  general,  810-833c. 

declarations,  777,  884-836. 

■elf-serving,  837. 

admissions,  34. 

admissions  against  interest,  838. 

verdict  must  be  palpably  against  weight  of  evidenee  to  authorize  set- 
ting aside,  1055,  1056. 
Exceptions,  433a,  573. 

Excess  in  price  as  compensation,  11,  53,  142,  289,  290,  800,  8t0,  456,  481, 
482,  483,  484,  1040,  1094. 

when  broker  must  account  for  to  principal,  630. 
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Ezehuige,  to  ooBstitiite  tmIoib  ait  cstatM,  thoald  be  eqiial,  104. 

broker,  for  eommieaioa,  bee  bo  tittt  or  SBieNei  m  propertj  «z- 

chuiged»  ITS. 
flMre  offer  to  pay  brok«r  does  not  show  employment,  173. 
agreement  to  wait  for  earned  oommUsions  without  consideration,  17^ 
broker  effecting,  entitled  to  commisBion,   though  terms  chai^ged  bj 

parties,  175. 
contract  of  held  to  be  aeyerable,  176. 
defeated  by  lease,  broker  not  entitled  to  commission,  177. 
interfering  broker  not  entitled  to  commission  for  effecting,  178. 
defeated  by  failure  to  furnish  abstract  of  title,  broker  not  entitled  to 

commission,  179. 
broker  entitled  to  commission  where  purchaser  able  to  give  title  to 

property  in  exchange,  180. 
mistake  in  description  defeated  broker's  right  to  commission,  181. 
failure  of  conditional  agreement  to,  broker  not  entitled  to  commission, 

182. 
misrepresentation  by  agent  defeated  right  to  commission,  183. 
receipt  given  in  another  transaction  inadmissible,  184. 
for  amount  to  boot,  broker  entitled  to  commission  on  whole  value,  185. 
broker  entitled  to  commission  on  effecting  binding  contract  of,  186. 
broker  entitled  to  commission  on  producing  one  willing  to,  188. 
on  failure  to  consummate,  proof  necessary  to  reoover  commission,  189. 
broker  earns  oommission  when  both  parties  agree  on  terms  of,  191. 
broker's  right  to  commission  not  affected  by  failure  of  one  party  to 

perform,  192. 
faUnre  to  secure  transfers  defeats  right  to  eommissiai^  18I. 
▼alue  of  land  in  may  bo  ahown  to  Jury,  194. 

broker  not  entitled  to  oommiaalon  where  party  aliowi  bad  faith,  196. 
broker  not  entitled  to  commission  where  party  to  does  not  show  good 

faith,  438. 
broker  not  entitled  to  commission  for  an  exchange  with  unperform- 

able  conditions,  438. 
of  goods  for  land,  467. 

default  of  customer  to  does  not  bar  eommisaiott,  87a. 
party  to  barred  recovery  of  commission  paid  bn^er,  lS9a. 
brdcer  not  entitled  to  commission  when  effected  by  another,  151a. 
broker  to  reqfnired  to  aet  in  good,  faith,  156a. 
broker  to  earn  commission  must  produce  one  willing  to,  157a. 
broker     entitled  to  commission   for  with  person  purporting   to   be 

agent  of  another,  165a. 
broker  not  entitled  to  commission  where  party  to  irresponsible,  168bb 
introduction  not  enough  to  entitle  broker  to  eommissioB,  169a. 
broker  not  entitled  to  commission  where  party  bad  no  title.  180a. 
brcker  entitled  to  oommisiion  on  nenriag  agreement  for,  186a. 
broker  entitled  to  eommiision  thoog^  eontraei  not  in  writing,  191a. 
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Exchange  to  constitute  value  of  estates,  should  be  equal — Continued 

broker  not  entitled  to  commission  where  partj  withdraws  offer  to, 

192a. 
broker  not  entitled  to   commission   where   liquidated   damages   fixed 

for  breach,  196a. 
broker  oititled  to  conm&ission  from  both  parties  to,  19Sb. 
broker  not  entitled  to  commission  when  defeated  by  flaw  in  title, 

196c 
broker  denied  right  to  assert  lien  when  rescinded  for  fraud,  S84a. 
waiver  hy  partj  to  that  other  assume  mortgage,  516f. 
on  breach,  broker  can  not  recover  from  wrongdoer  commission  to  be 

paid  by  other  party,  617a. 
petition  against  broker  for  fraud  in,  666b. 
release  of  party  to  no  defence  that  note  not  yet  due,  698a. 
party  to  estopped  by  act  of  his  agent,  848a. 

when  other  party  not  charged  with  notice  of  broker's  misrepresenta- 
tion, 86. 
when  knowledge  of  broker  not  acquired  while  agent,  86. 
when    facts   may   warrant   recovery   of  eomndssioa   but   from    one 

party,  61. 
effect  of  concealment  by  broker,  291. 
defeated  by  fraud  of  broker,  814. 

when  action  for  wrong  of  broker  will  not  lie  against  principal,  816. 
when  party  to  may  revoke  broker's  contract,  668. 
ccmflict  of  interests  in  broker  representing  both  parties  to,  669. 
Exchanges  of  real  estate,  19,  41,  149-196,  290,  814,  882,  464,  468,  668, 

676,  609,  626,  764,  787,  796. 
Exclusive  employment  as  broker  or  agent,  18,  22,  66,  446,  468,  466,  669, 

670. 
Executed  sale,  767. 
Executors  and  administrators,  6,  84,  198,  280,  466,  468,  498,  667,  687, 

661. 
E0  malefioio,  trustes^  86. 
Exoneration,  808. 

Expenses,  16,  262,  289,  809,  614a,  661. 
Experts,  228,  766,  766a. 
Extra  compensation,  eramined  to  see  whether  reasonable,  281. 

F 

VUhire  of  sale  by  disagreement^  41. 
by  defect  in  title,  469. 
by  purchaser,  460. 
by  failure  to  furnish  abrtraet  of  title,  179. 
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Failure  to  sell  and  owner  selling  for  less,  148. 
of  consideraiiony  461,  1048. 
of  conditional  agreement,  182. 
of  broker  to  report  offer,  312. 
to  disclose  nominal  not  real  purchaser,  487. 
not  caused  by  fault  of  broker,  488. 
to  sell  all,  and  owner  selling  part  to  customer,  496. 
of  broker  to  disclose  best  terms  obtainable,  412. 
to  give  name  of  purchaser,  525. 
of  sale  by  dispute  over  taxes,  541. 
of  sale  after  memorandum  contract  signed,  542. 
of  sale  because  rights  of  two  heirs  not  acquired,  566. 
to  remove  snow  from  sidewalk,  broker  not  liable,  69L 
to  consummate  exchange,  180. 
of  one  party  to  perform,  191. 

Failure  to  secure  transfers  to  exchange,  193. 

to  report  loan  barred  commission,  235. 

of  purchaser  to  execute  mortgage,  274. 

of  broker  to  sell,  457,  543. 

to  consummate  contract  of  sale,  458,  460. 

of  proof,  1078c 

to  consummate  exchanges  of  real  estate,  189,  192,  193. 

of  sale  through  deficiency  in  quantity,  451. 

of  owner  to  give  possession,  454,  464. 

of  owner  to  execute  contract  of  sale,  454,  456. 

of  customer  to  take  property,  551. 
Faith,  broker  acting  in  bad,  required  to  refund  conmiission,  163,  382,  654* 

broker  acting  in  bad,  forfeits  right  to  commission,  290. 

vendor  acts  in  bad,  by  giving  commission  to  purchaser's  agent,  401. 

broker  not  entitled  to  commission  where  party  to  exchange  does  sot 
show  good,  195,  438. 

Iiroker  not  responsible  for  misrepresentations  made  in  good,  165. 

broker  required  to  ehoir  thai  he  eeted  in  good*  166,  166a,  290,  867e» 

915,  921,  1018,  1042. 
principal  revoking  contract  mvet  act  in  good,  15,  290,  867a. 
broker  undertaking  to  buy  at  eKorbitaat  price  not  evidsBoe  of  good* 
290. 
F^lse  representotions,  SIS,  314,  316,  319,  320,  321,  435,  454,  462,  107t. 
Father,  contract  signed  by  son  by  direction  of  insufficient,  18. 
Faulty  broker  entitled  to  eommiseioB  where  failure  not  caused  by  hie, 
449,  464,  488,  633. 
■ale  failing  without  fault  of  principal,  broker  not  entitled  to  cooi- 

mission,  122. 
to  entitle  broker  to  ccmunissioD  failure  must  be  due  to  principare» 

449. 
of  either  party  bamd  broker's  commlseioa,  668. 
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FieiitioQB  pnrcluMary  814. 
Fidelity.    See  Dutt. 

Fiduciary  relations,  35,  57,  291,  311,  314. 

Financial  responsibility  of  purchaser,  40,  41,  157,  158,  158a,  300,  314,  462, 
458,  484,  515b,  515c,  558,  580a,  628,  894b,  815,  1040a,  105Sb. 

conditions,  483. 
Finding  a  purchaser,  11,  17,  42,  79,  113,  119,  129,  138,  397,  898,  482,  484, 
485,  482,  513,  523,  538,  712c  955. 

after  revocation,  not  entitled  to  commission,  518. 

one  willing  to  cocehange,  188. 

for  plaintiff  as  procuring  cause  ezeludes  eo-operation,  219. 
Findings  by  the  courts  1048-1053e. 

special  by  jury,  1099. 
Fire,  rebuilding  after  a,  42. 
First  broker  who  succeeds  entitled  to  commission,  41,  141,  445. 

entitled  to  commission  by  second's  relinquishment,  515. 
failure  to  giye  notice,  291. 

broker's  claim  for  commissions  binding,  211. 

mortgages,  agent  to  invest  confined  to,  284. 

payment  failing,  contract  to  be  Toid,  549. 

employer  given  first  right  to  purchase,  320. 

broker  entitled  to  commission  by  second's  interference,  444. 

payment^  broker  entitled  to  excess  from,  484. 

payment  failing,  contract  to  be  void,  549. 

caeh  payment,  when  not  a  condition  precedent,  557. 
Fixed  price.    Bee  PucB  Fixed, 
Foreclosure  of  mortgages,  282,  600a. 
Foreign  principal,  42,  328a. 

Forfeitures,  41,  147,  290,  291,  297,  818,  820,  482,  556,  557,  558,  572. 
Forgery,  38,  851,  574. 
Fraud  of  broker  authorizes  his  discharge,  16. 

broker  selling  to  resell  no,  126. 

brcdcer  buying  at  inadequate  price  by,  130. 

land  conveyed  by  grantor  in,  of  creditors,  155. 

mortgage  taken  by  lender,  bound  by  agent^s,  62,  268. 

of  agent  in  appropriating  money  to  pay  off  mortgages,  278. 

of  agent  chargeable  to  principal,  313. 

of  broker  against  his  principal,  175a,  314,  641a. 

of  broker  against  third  persons,  315. 

of  sub-agent,  316,  390. 

of  principal  against  broker,  317,  656b. 

of  third  persons  against  broker,  818. 

of  principals  inter  se,  319. 

debatable  acts  of  broker  not  eonstitating,  320,  487. 

points  of  practice  in,  821. 
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Fraud  of  broker,  authorizes  Mb  discharge— ConlteMdL 

joint  owner  oondcming  liable,  S29. 

brokerage  contract  not  4et  aside  for,  848. 

of  snb-agent,  broker  liable  for,  390. 

of  broker  may  give  rise  to  action  of  tort»  414. 
Frandnlent  representations  to  principal  bj  third  persona,  4M» 

G 

General  agent,  6,  8M. 

Gold,  loan  payable  in,  676. 

Goods  exchanged  for  land,  467. 

Grantee,  failure  to  insert  name  of  in  deed,  Sll. 

Gratuities,  466,  558,  560c 

Gross  price  changed  to  net,  485. 

Guaranties,  broker  to  sell  does  not  anthoriie,  112a. 

for  land  sold  at  public  sale,  408a. 
Guardian  of  minor  or  insane  person,  67,  68. 


Heirs,  rights  of,  556. 

Homestead  and  eKsmption  laws,  889. 

Horse,  454. 

Hotel,  31,  781,  988. 

Houses,  sale  of,  69,  454,  493,  49Sa,  880. 

renttnfr  of,  19. 
Husband  and  wife,  39,  183a,  454,  774,  826,  908,  1028,  1057. 


Identity,  50,  820,  881a. 

Ignorance  of  contract  by  holder  of  record  title,  540. 

of  principal  of  efforts  of  broker,  464. 

of  agent's  double  employment,  678,  1074. 
Illegal  purposes,  37,  326. 

contract,  327. 

declaring  bonds,  276. 

commissions,  recovery  of  denied,  522. 

sale  of  bonds,  broker  not  liable,  280. 
Illinois,  contract  for  sale  of  lands  must  be  in  writing,  79b. 

doctrine  as  to  use  of  seals,  592. 

contract  with  broker  to  sell  lands  must  be  in  writing,  59QL 
Immaterial,  when  reasonable  time,  616. 

knowledge  by  principal  of  act  of  attorney  in  fact,  628. 
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Immediately,  means  in  a  reasonable  time,  680. 
Immunity  obtained  from  liability,  601. 
Implied  powers,  328,  804a. 
authority,  18. 

contract,  what  broker  must  show  to  reoorer  on,  712a,  888a. 

promise,  12,  162. 

charge  error  that  no  leases  are  made  except  throogh  brdcers,  201. 
Improirement,  when  eridenoe  of  inadmissible,  788b. 

broker  without  authority  to  authorise  pemuuMnt,  42,  872. 

note  payable  on  Tendee  making  certain,  461. 
Inability  to  perform,  16,  41,  880,  892,  464,  468,  460,  462,  488,  600,  606, 

666,  666. 
Inconsistent,  instmetions  held  not  to  b^  089,  1018,  1082,  1041. 

charge  in  the  altematiTe,  1041a. 
Incumbrances,  818,  816,  672. 
Indemnity,  of  agent,  299,  688a,  696. 

Independent  inquiries,  rendering  false  reptessntations  nnaetionable,  464. 
Indiana,  contract  with  broker  to  sell  land  must  be  in  writing,  690. 

doctrine  of  quaniwm  meruU  applied  to  entire  contract,  646a. 

oral  contract  employing  broker,  wherever  made,  inralid,  690. 
Indirect  acts  insufficient  to  establish  contract  relations,  69. 

acts  which  establish  contractual  relations,  69a. 
IndiTidual  liability,  when  principal  eocempted  from,  88,  62,  S28n. 
Individually,  receipt  signed  by  brokw  binds  him,  888. 
Infant,  guurdlan  of,  62,  220. 

may  in  certain  eases  authorize  another  to  act  for  him,  2. 
Inference  of  authority,  what  insufficient  to  warrant,  881. 

of  law,  reasonable  price  an,  17,  292. 
Iniluence,  defendant  may  show  what  other  agents  exerted,  819. 

of  vendor  and  agent,  806. 
Information,  70,  282,  290,  814,  882,  899,  448,  667. 
Injunction  upon  sale,  broker  entitled  to  commission,  118,  469. 
Inoperative,  mere  insertion  of  word  In  contract  without  consideration, 

18,  19. 
Inquiry  from  broker  a«  to  priee  of  land,  indicates  representing  another, 

421a. 
Insanity,  847a. 
Insolvency,  67,  464,  880. 

Installments,  payments  in,  21,  67,  299,  818,  470,  498a,  670,  640a. 
Instructions,  agent  must  follow  closely  his,  868. 

broker  departing  from  liable,  860. 

broker  securing  lease  in,  violati<m  of,  yet  entitled  to  commission,  221d. 

sub-agent  violating,  896,  620. 

See  also  VioLATiHO  Ihbtsuotxons, 
Insufficient,  allegation  of  bringing  parties  into  touch,  646. 
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Insurance,  41,  825,  567. 

company,  broker  not  agent  of,  71. 

briber  entitled  to  commiBsion  in  atock  of,  468. 
Intention  of  partiea  shown  hj  subsequent  dealings^  761a. 
Interest  or  interests^ 

eontract  coupled  with  an,  10. 

power  coupled  with  is  an  interest  in  land  itself,  16. 

disposition  of  principal's  in  subject  matter  of  agency,  works 
tion,  22. 

fraudulent  purchase  of,  57. 

undivided,  63. 

of  tenant  in  common,  64. 

consolidation  of,  not  a  sale,  66. 

or  title  in  properties  exchanged,  broker  has  no,  172 

in  land  as  fee  for  procuring  loan,  251. 

broker  to  procure  loan,  not  authorised  to  ooUeot  principal  or  interast» 
255. 

broker  liable  for  failure  to  collect,  270a. 

adverse,  200,  204,  345. 

eonoealment  of  by  broker,  201,  315. 

and  insurance  clauses  in  contract,  567. 

when  broker  is  and  when  not  liable  I6r«  322. 

date  from  which  recoverable  on  commissions,  822. 

broker  obtaining  hostile  to  principal,  323. 

broker  to  collect,  has  no  power  to  collect  principal,  356. 

broker  acting  in,  for  others,  cannot  share  in  transaction  for  principal, 
388. 

competing,  558. 

of  the  parties,  courts  to  protect,  17,  571. 

purchasers  had  in  the  land,  816. 

whether  or  not  entitled  to  on  commission  question  for  jury,  003. 

liability  for  commission  of  broker  depends  on  real  parties  in»  487a. 

of  minor,  014. 

too  high  authorized  setting  verdict  aside,  1058. 

owning  but  a  half  no  excuse  for  not  paying  broker,  154a. 
Interfering  broker,  178,  300,  424,  444. 
Interlineation.    fcSee  AT.TmsTTOifa. 

Intermediation,  purchase  from  owner  without  broker's,  481. 
Interpleader,  when  bill  of  allowed,  630,  657. 

when  not  entitled  to,  658. 

evidence  in,  777. 
Interpretation.    See  Judicial  (yOirsTBUcnoifs  and  iNTKBPSBTATiona. 
Interview,  24,  370,  088. 
Intoxication,  60. 
Introducticm  of  prospectlTe  purchaser,  68,  160a,  450. 
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IttTalidy  when  eontnet  not,  1092. 

8ato»  broker  not  entitled  to  commission  for,  4S8. 
Iowa,  doctrine  of  guafiHim  menUi  applied  to  entire  contract,  646a. 
Irrerocable,  mere  insertion  of  word  in  oontrmet^  withoat  consideraiioB, 

in<q»eratiTe^  18^  19* 
Irrigation,  6d. 
Issues,  184,  867-878. 

J 

Joint  liabiUty,  407. 

owners,  42,  126,  l2SiL,  819,  829,  960. 
Judgment  for  full  commission  error  wlien  loaa  falls^  260. 

unauthorised  release  of  by  broker,  28S. 
Judgments,  1066-1071d. 
Judicial  sale,  116. 

constructions  and  interpretations^  8,  867,  680,  68^  602a,  1001,  1070- 
1132. 
Jury,  whether  broker  entitled  to  eommissioii  for  both  auction  and  private 
sales,  question  for,  188. 
to  determine  value  of  land  eiohanged,  194. 

charge  properly  refused  that  no  leases  are  made  without  brokers,  201. 
Jury,  improper  to  submit  to,  whether  loan  broker  authorised  to  release  lien 
of  judgment,  238. 
agreement  as  to  commission  to  broker  to  procure  loan  a  question  for, 

253. 
whether,  in  taking  mortgage  with  wrong  description,  broker  guilty  of 

negligence,  a  question  for,  SS67. 
improper  to  charge  not  bound  by  any  rule  in  ilzing  damages,  300. 
questions  to  be  determined  by,  888-929e,  1181. 
instructions  to,  930-1047h. 
Justice,  amendments  aUowable  in  furtherance  of,  678. 


K 

E^ansas,  doctrine  of  quantum  meruit  on  entire  contracts  prevails  in,  546a. 
Knowledge  of  agent  binding  on  principal,  258. 

of  pool  and  acquiescence  in  by  principal,  371. 

by  broker  that  principal  owns  but  part  of  premises,  472. 

sometimes  immaterial  to  constitute  ratification,  623. 

by  principal  of  unauthorized  contract  a  prerequisite  to  ratification, 
17,  624. 

ratification  not  shown  by  acquiescence  without,  618. 

taking  conveyance  from  mgent  with,  of  fraud,  814. 
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Knowledge  of  agent  binding  on 

when  facts  not  within  hia,  broker  not  liable  for  miarepraacBtati' 

320. 
hy  principal  that  agent  represents  both  partiea  biBd%  660. 
effect  of  broker's  withheld  from  pnrchaaer,  018b. 


Liad  warrants,  agent  bnying  liable  for  Talne  of  land,  338. 

interest  in  as  commission,  251. 

s»le  of  public,  146. 

withdrawal  from  sale  entitles  broker  to  commission,  120^ 

mortgage  confined  to  that  designated,  239. 

owned  by  bank,  328p. 

in  Uen  of  cash,  369. 

yalne  of  to  aid  jniy,  194. 

authority  to  locate  and  conTey,  339. 

not  necessary  to  describe  in  petition  for  commission,  59. 

Tcndor  cannot,  by  indnding  other,  escape  liability  for  oommisBiaii,  4M» 

employment  of  broker  to  measure,  not  to  sell,  594. 
Law,  reasonable  price  inferred  by,  610. 

iwndor  secretly  paying  commission  to  rendee's  agent  against  polk^  o^ 
the,  290. 

enstom  must  be  general  before  it  will  be  declared,  596. 

of  place  of  performance,  when  it  governs,  1128L 

fgjMs  presnaiptkm  where  usage  proved,  699. 

improper  to  sobmit  qjueation  of  to  Jury,  929a,  929d. 

contract  held  not  to  be  in  Tiolation  of  XJ.  8.  land,  1100. 

agent  authorized  in  fact,  but  inoperative  in,  no  recovery  against,  18. 

contract  of  employment  Toid  by  law  of  state  where  made  Toid  every- 
where, 433a. 
Lawyer.    See  Atiouckt  at  Law. 
Lease,  power  to  sell  does  not  include  power  to,  167,  202,  337. 

exchange  defeated  by  broker  not  entitled  to  commission,  177. 

Talue  of  services  of  broker  in  negotiating,  106,  570. 

lessor  refusing  to  accept,  22,  107. 

broker  to  sell  does  not  cam  commission  by  procuring,  198. 

option  not  exercised  by  taking,  at  lower  rental,  199. 

with  priTilege  of  purchase  equi-valent  to  sale,  200. 

charge  properly  refused  that  implied  none  were  made  except  through 
brokers,  201. 

broker  secretly  securing  to  himself  holds  as  trustee,  203. 

entitled  to  commission  for  procuring  lessee,  203a,  204. 

to  earn  commission  must  negotiate  lease  or  exchange  that  principal 
can  perform,  204a,  438. 

power  to  do  all  things  concerning  real  estate  authorised,  206. 

waiTer  of  tenant's  priyil^go  of  purchase^  206. 
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LeMe,  pow  to  sell  does  not  include  power  to-^onUmted. 

broker  empowered  to  collect  rents,  not  entitled  to  eommiwion  for 

■eeuring,  207. 
broker  for  tenant  has  no  claim  on  lessor  for  commission,  208. 
broker  to^  secure  lessee  not  entitled  to  eommissfon  for  option,  209. 
in  action  for  commission,  owilsr  can  sbow  lease  to  another,  210. 
broker  bound  by  first  claim  for  commission  and  cannot  increase,  211. 
broker  securing  lease  for  five  years,  sale  at  second,  loses  remaining 

commission,  212. 
where  sub-letting  forbidden,  oral  assent  of  agent  unavailing,  213. 
by  owner  after  broker's  contract  ended,  not  entitled  to  commission,  214. 
broker  bringing  about  the  sale  of  a,  entitled  to  commission,  215. 
sale  of  frustrated  by  lessor,  broker  not  entitled  to  commission,  216. 
broker  not  entitled  to  commission  where  plaintiff  refused  to  make,  216a. 
to  highest  bidder,  broker  preventing  not  entitled  to  commission,  217. 
in -action  for  commission  for  itecuring  defendant  can  show  it  was  merely 

tentative,  218. 
finding  as  procuring  cause  of,  excludes  co-opteration,  219. 
brewer  to  secure  one  for  eight  years  to  earn  oommissiony  280. 
with  privilege  of  purchase,  328j. 

not  entitled  to  conunission  a«  contract  not  a,  198ay  427. 
not  entitled  to  commission  until  effected,  560. 
of  real  estote,  42,  167»  177,  196-321,  828j,  837,  427,  488,  812,  1082, 

1091. 
broker  not  entitled    to   conunission    for   procuring   to    irresponsible 

party,  221f. 
broker  barred  commission  where  not  renewed,  206a. 
broker  entitled  to  commission  though  tenant  defaulted,  207a. 
to  another  party  not  a  renewal,  212a. 

when  made  by  owner  and  tenant,  broker  barred  conunission,  214a. 
building  destroyed  before  signed,  broker  barred  oommissioa,  216b. 
acceptance  of  by  owner's  lawyer  entitles  broker  to  commission,  221c. 
broker  entitled  to  commission  on   one  secured  against  instructioiM, 

221d. 
when  broker  not  entitled  to  any  pari  of  conunission  paid  other  bro- 
ker, 221e. 
not  executed,  broker  barred  commission,  499d. 
Legacies,  real  estate  broker's  commission  for  selling  proper  charge  against, 

34. 
liender,  refusing  to  consummate  loan,  broker  not  entitled  to  conunission, 

224. 
broker  held  not  to  be  agent  of,  266* 
bound  by  fraud  of  agent,  268. 
Lessee,  broker  to  procure  not  entitled  to  conunission  for  opticm,  93. 
broker  of,  securing  lease  to  himself,  holds  as  trustee,  203. 
bTcker  entitled  to  eommitsioa  for  procuring,  204. 
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Lease,  broker  to  procure  not  entitled  to  oommuaion  for  option — Cowflmi ed- 
broker  procuring  <ae  who  bays  not  entitled  to  oommiaaioB,  198a. 
where  proposed  failed  to  giTe  eeeoritj,  broker  barred  oommiwioii, 

216d. 
although  one  procured  bj  broker  joined  with  co-less pib  in  — iri»g 

lease,  entitled  to  eonunission,  221bw 
broker  liable  in  damages  Ua  nssnring  responsibility  of  im^onsible^ 

271a. 

lisssor,  cannot  refuse  to  accept  lease  and  defeat  broker's  right  to  eomnd^ 

sion,  197. 
broker  for  tenant  has  no  claim  on  for  commisaion,  208. 
right  under  receipt  not  atfected  by  broker's  secret  understanding  221* 
Letter.    See  Cobbebpondcnce. 
Liability  of  agent  to  principal. 

for  fraud  of  third  persons  in  privltj,  314,  318. 

for  interest  on  money  reoeiTed  and  not  inyested,  322. 

for  negligently  failing  to  deduct  proper  amount  from  purchase  moasj, 

270a. 
for  understating  price  obtainable,  290,  412a. 
for  amount  of  price  withheld,  290,  309,  314,  321,  404,  414,  456,  481, 

572,  630. 
for  appropriating  all  the  purchase  money,  314. 
for  fraudulent  conduct,  subject  to  action  for  breach  of  oontraet,  414. 
for  overstating  price  of  purchase,  may  be  sued  for  excess,  298,  314,  808. 
for  buying  property  for  himself  and  imposing  on  buyer  at  higher 

price,  47. 
for   representing   persons  adversely  interested,   loss   of  commissions 

290,  321,  388. 
for  fraud  of  sub-agent^  316,  390. 

to  refund  commissions  when  he  has  acted  in  bad  faith,  323,  382,  674. 
for  profits  improperly  realised,  314. 
for  loaned  money  lost  on  insufficioit  security,  229. 
for  money  lost  through  negligence,  230,  349. 
for  loss  incurred  through  departing  from  instructions,  350. 
for  clerk  wrongfully  buying  principal's  property,  301. 
for  loss  arising  from  not  recording  mortgage,  260,  349. 
for  loss  arising  from  loan,  when  examination  of  title  undertaken,  26L 
for  loss  through  improper  concealment,  291,  314. 
for  concealing  name  of  purchaser  for  fear  owner  would  advance  price,  291. 
for  having  interest  in  property  and  concealing  same,  291,  314. 
for  concealing  relations  to  lessee  and  asking  lessor  to  reduce  rent,  558. 
for  sub-agent  concealing  his  relations,  291,  588. 
for  concealing  purchaser's  name  and  substituting  fictitious,  41. 
for  representing  both  parties,  unless  both  knew,  208,  290,  314,  569. 
lor  whether  principal  prejudiced  or  not  rule  applies,  559. 
for  appropriating  money  collected,  40,  314,  630,  642. 
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Liabili^  of  agent  to  principal — Continued, 

for  willfully  disregarding  material  obligationB,  22,  40,  41,  291,  298, 

314,  321,  41&. 
for  misrepresentation  as  to  incumbraaoea^  318. 
for  negligence  in  procuring  loan,  235,  431. 
for  negligence  in  not  reporting  offer,  812. 
for  loss  from  second  mortgage,  264,  849'. 
for  loss  of  trade  through  negligence^  846L 
for  fraud,  176a,  314,  499b. 

for  importuning  to  reduce  price  to  buyer,  314,  SSOl 
for  failing  to  disclose  best  termsv  412,  412a. 
for  inducing  customer  to  forfeit  contract,  313,  462. 
for  acting  in  bad  faith,  183,  290,  291,  314,  462. 
for  taking  title  and  refusing  to  oonvey,  35,  462,  5.^0. 
for  profit  in  reselling,  139,  299,  1089. 
for  representing  worthless  property  as  good  security,  229. 
for  money  paid  by  purchaser  and  forfeited,  462,  630. 
for  acting  in  the  interest  of  the  opposite  party,  295. 
for  advantage  derived  from  violation  of  duty,  290. 
for  placing  cloud  upon  title,  614. 

for  taking  insufficient  security  for  deferred  payments,  300. 
for  appropriating  money  to  pay  off  mortgages,  273,  314. 
for  securing  land,  imder  warrants,  for  less  than  value,  338. 
for  negligently  taking  mortgage  imder  wrong  description,  267,  899. 
for  failing  to  learn  exact  liability  under  mortgage,  270,  349. 
for  understating  mortgages,  41. 
for  failure  of  purchaser  to  execute  mortgage  and  make  cash  payment^ 

274,  656. 
for  negligently  overpaying  vendor,  349. 
to  account  on  sale  of  trust  property,  35. 
as  member  of  purchasing  syndicate  not  entitled  to  oommission,  29, 

38,  405. 
for  tax  title  acquired,  294. 

8ub-agent  unable  to  recover  share  of  unlawful  oommission,  522. 
for  property  acquired  at  grossly  inadequate  price,  291. 
for  erroneous  rental  statement,  558. 
for  money  received  from  a  purchaser,  559. 
for  failure  to  insure  principal's  property,  325. 
for  improperly  acquiring  principal's  property,  57,  290. 
for  secretly  purchasing  with  ostensible  buyer,  314. 
for  pool  to  divide  commissions,  371. 
for  buying  what  he  was  employed  to  sell,  558. 
for  fraudulent  act  of  guardian,  62.. 
for  deed  improperly  secured,  57. 
for  deeds  improperly  secured  and  money  appropriated,  57,  314. 
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tR&t&rmkom  mv  to  saetUMU.] 


Liability  of  agent  to  principal — ComtUmed. 

for  note  impropcrlj'  taken  and  aaaigned,  67S. 

for  improperlf  entering  satiafaction  of  judgment^  2S8,  1068. 

for  money  paid  on  mortgages,  248,  289. 

for  the  miffieiency  of  the  aeearity,  408. 

for  loan  defeated  throagb  wrong  dimenaiona,  known  to  broker,  249. 

for  bonds  declared  illegal,  276. 

for  principaPfl  debt  paid  from  rent  rcedpte  without  avtbority,  386. 

for  selling  at  lower  price  tban  avthoriaed,  408. 

for  Tlolating  instmctions,  290,  300. 

for  failure  to  eolleet  interest  dne,  270a. 

for  assuring  responsibility  of  Irresponsible  lessee^  271a. 

for  interest  acquired  adyerse  to  principal,  878a» 
Liability  of  agent  to  third  persons. 

for  fraud  upon  lender,  268. 

for  employing  sub-agent  without  authority,  24,  393,  898,  619. 

for  contracts  made  in  his  own  name,  41,  43,  76a^  383. 

for  unauthorized  sale  of  real  estate,  300,  307b. 

for  fraud  in  negotiating  contract  of  sale,  315. 

for  fraud  in  fiduciary  capacity,  311. 

for  misrepresenting  incumbrances,  315. 

for  excess  paid  by  purchaser,  314. 

for  excess  paid,  that  owner  would  not  sell  for  less,  298;  contra^  25,  456. 

for  fraud,  319. 

for  fraud  upon  the  oourt,  314. 

for  acting  for  undisdosed  principal,  279,  291,  601. 

for  money  to  be  repaid  if  sale  failed,  383. 

to  purchaser  for  money  reoeired  in  bad  faith,  642c 

for  bonds  sold  without  discloBing  principal,  279. 

for  purchasing  pipperty  without  disclosing  principal,  588a. 

for  personal  property  withheld,  290,  315. 

on  warranty  of  authority  to  sell,  300. 

for  money  before  paid  to  principal,  385. 

to  vendee  for  purchase  money,  298,  321. 

for  excess  over  price  asked  by  vendor,  456. 

for  fraudulent  representations  involving  a  nominal  owner,  42,  315,  319. 

for  stipulation  be^nd  scope  of  authority,  560. 

to  refund  purchase  money  on  repudiation  of  oontract,  563. 

for  deceiving  purchaser  as  to  commissions,  315. 

for  value  of  bonds  criminally  put  on  sale,  38,  574. 
Liability  of  principal  to  agent. 

for  oommissions.    See  CoKMissiONS  akd  CoMPEN&anoir. 

for  connivance  with  sub-agent  in  fraud  of  agent,  316. 

to  compensate  sub-agent  for  sale  made  aft^  revocation,  521. 

to  compensate  if  agency  revoked  after  broker  has  buyer,  22. 
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Liability  of  priaeip*!  to  agent— ^onMmMdL 

to  oompenaate  if  agency  wrongfully  repodlaied^  28»  2199,  800,   817, 
862,  454. 

agent  or  broker  rendering  Taluablo  aervioo  may,  <m  revocation,  eue 
for  breach,  299. 

administrator  employing  broker  pertonaUy  reaponaible^  84. 

for  commission,  when  he  paid  wrong  broker,  818. 

for  commission,  on  conveying  property  to  defeat  liability,  817,  487a. 

for  price  of  property  purchased,  688a. 

for  commissions,  on  appropriating  beneflta,  24,  567. 

for  commissions,  on  appropriating  benefits,  where  employed  by  un- 
authorised third  persons,  24. 

to  broker,  if  he  knew  sub-agent  violated  iastmctiooBy  42,  810,  817. 

lor  revoking  authority  to  collect  rents^  22. 

for  services  in  purchasing,  although  guilty  of  oonatmetive  fraud,  28. 

lor  warranty  of  authority  to  employ,  328n. 

what  he  must  do  to  escape  liability  for  ocMumission,  381. 

when  he  cannot  escape  liability  for  commission,  362. 

when  paying  one  broker  no  further  liability  attaches,  370. 

liable  for  commission  on  taking  land  in  lieu  of  cash,  369. 

when  liable  on  refusing  to  sell  for  commission,  374. 

when  not  liable  for  commission  on  refusing  to  sell,  375. 

on  release  of  vendee  liable  to  broker  for  commission,  380. 

tenants  in  common  jointly  liable  for  commission,  407. 

for  misrepresentations  defeating  sales  for  commission,  454,  572. 

for  commission  depends  upon  real  parties  to  bargain,  487a. 

for  commission  on  changing  gross  to  net  in  contract,  485. 

for  share  of  profit  on  wrongful  sale  by  sub-agent,  497. 

for  conmiiBsion  on  sale  at  fewer  price,  unless  fixed  price  required,  502. 

for  half  of  remaining  unsold  land,  379. 

for  misleading  customer  to  buy  through  another  agent,  444. 

lor  interfering  to  injury  of  broker,  444. 

lor  commission  lor  sale  effected  by  interfering  broker,  444. 

for  revoking  authority  and  selling,  444. 

three  brothers  acting  for  family,  to  broker  for  commissions,  407a. 

when  corporation  not  for  commissions,  1075c. 
Liability  of  principal  to  third  persons. 

for  injuries  through  negligence,  42,  347. 

for  fraud  of  agent  through  misrepresentations,  29,  99,  313,  314,  315. 

for  fraudulent  misrepresentations  of  sub-agent,  316. 

for  commissions  paid  broker  by  opposite  party,  163. 

for  fraud  of  agent  to  extent  of  benefits  received,  36,  99,  316,  829,  856. 

for  loan  lost  through  fraudulent  knowledge  of  agent,  62,  268. 

for  sale  revoked  on  suit  of  vendee,  22,  130,  298,  404. 

on  note  and  mortgage  executed  by  authorised  agent,  28. 

to  purchaser  for  money  paid  to  agent,  299,  884,  885. 
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Liability  of  principal  to  third  perBona — Continued, 

to  purchaser  for  money  paid  agent  after  his  authority  withdrawn^ 
41,  53. 

what  he  miut  do  to  escape  liability,  381. 

to  purchaser  for  shortage  in  acreage,  299. 

when  for  act  of  insane  agent,  347a. 

bound  by  representations  by  agent  to  purchaser  of  location  of  land, 
451a. 
Liability  of  third  persons  to  agents. 

employing  broker  without  disclosing  principal,  222,  398. 

vendor  on  refusing  to  sell,  for  commissions  lost  from  principal,  300. 

purchaser    for  commissions  on  agreement  of  non-interference,  21. 

purchaser,  for  commissions,  although  brok^  had  agreed  to  *look  to 
vendor,  588. 
Liability  of  third  persons  to  principaL 

party  cognizant  of  agent's  concealment  can  not  hold  property  against 
principal,  291. 

vendor  for  commissions  paid  purchaser's  agent,  40,  290. 

for  profits  realized  through  fraud  of  agent,  35,  314. 

for  commissions  paid  broker,  from  party  in  default,  16S» 

for  commissions  paid  wrong  agent  through  misconduct  of  vendee^  818. 
Liability  between  third  persons 

nominal  owner  to  purchaser  for  fraud  of  owner  and  broker,  42, 315, 319. 

R.  R.  company  for  bonds  criminally  released  from  registry,  38,  574. 

joint  owner  wrongfully  acquiring  moiety,  319. 

joint  owner  for  benefits  received  through  fraud  of  agent,  329. 
License  by  State  or  municipal  authority,  9,  124,  558,  676,  604,  628,  831» 
800,  1037. 

to  cut  timber  beyond  power  of  broker,  330. 

a  single  sale,  not  doing  business  to  require  a,  576. 

internal  revenue,  576. 

auction  sale  does  not  require  a,  676. 
Lien,  equitable,  29. 

broker  has  for  oommission  on  securities  in  his  hands,  283. 

broker  has  for  fees  on  funds  to  loan  in  his  hands,  284. 

in  the  absence  of  contract,  broker  without  lien,  285. 

where  broker  has,  it  exists  only  while  he  holds  property,  286L 

of  broker  confined  to  securities  affected,  287. 

broker  has  none  for  loan  on  trust  estate,  288. 

expense  of  releasing  falls  on  principal,  289. 

commissions  assumed  by  vendee  not  a  lien  on  property,  289m. 

demand  of  $10,000  to  release  defeated  commissicms,  514. 

broker  entitled  to  commission  for  exchange  defeated  by  failure  to  pay 
off,  177a. 

broker  denied  right  to  assert  when  exchange  defeated  by  fraud,  284a. 

broker's  €m  purchaser's  interest  not  enforceable,  289bL 
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[References  are  to  sections.] 

Lien,  equitable — Continued. 

what  plaintiff  must  show  to  enforce  for  eommiasion,  289e» 
Ltmitationa  and  restrictions,  12,  14,  677.  t 

Limitations,  Statute  of.    See  Statute  of  Lqcitations. 
Litigation  by  third  persons,  473. 
Loan,  broker  for  seller  obtaining  to  buyer  from  seller,  not  entitled  to 

commission  from  buyer,  232. 
broker  procuring  agreement  to  make  insufficient,  226a. 
broker  procuring  less  than  asked,  accepted,  entitled  to  OMnmisaioiiy 

233,  429. 
broker  entitled  to  commission  on  finding  lender,  226a,  234,  430. 
broker  not  reporting  barred  commissions,  236,  431. 
in  action  for  commissions  for  procuring  not  necessary  to  prove  tender, 

236. 
admissibility  of  correspondence  to  establish  agency  in  making,  237. 
broker  entering  release  of  judgment,  improper  to  submit  question  to 

jury,  238. 
broker's  authority  to  provide  mortgage  for  confined  to  land  designated, 

239. 
principal  curing  defect  in  title,  lender  then  refusing,  broker  entitled 

to  commission,  240. 
■ot  made,  broker  must  prove  title  not  good,  240a. 
broker  charging  more,  entitled  to  statutory  oommiseion  for  making,  24L 
Loaxi,  broker  entitled  to  commission  for  procuring,  though  principal  refuses 

to  take,  242. 
broker  not  entitled  to  commission  unless  loan  made,  242a. 
broker  to  whom  borrower  paid  commission  his  agent,  243. 
money  put  in  bank  subject  to  broker's  check,  not  agent  of  lender,  244. 
owner  himself  securing,  not  liable  to  broker  for  commission,  246. 
owner  refusing  on  one  ground  to  take,  subsequently  estopped  to  set 

up  another,  246. 
broker  failing  to   secure,   principal   securing  from  same  party  bars 

commission,  247. 
broker  to  examine  title  and  secure  loan  barred  commission  on  failure 

by  defect  in  title,  248. 
defeated  through  wrong  dimensions  known  to  broker  bars  commission, 

249. 
error  to  grant  full  commission  when  failure  by  defect  in  title,  260. 
int-rvst  in  land  to  attorney  for  procuring,  261. 
verdict  for  broker  for  procuring  set  aside,  262. 
agreement  as  to  oommission  for  procuring  a  question  for  jury,  263. 
to  purchaser  on  other  property  makes  seller's  broker  his  agent,  264. 
broker  to  procure,  not  authorized  to  collect  principal  or  interest,  266.' 
builder's,  282. 

broker  procuring  for  trust  estate  has  no  lien  thereon,  288. 
payable  in  gold,  676. 
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Loan,  broker  entitled  to  oomiiiiBBioii,  etc. — Cimtmmei^ 

broker  required   to  famish   in   reasonable  time   after   reeeiTiag   ab- 
stract, 228a. 

broker  who  acts  for  both  parties  entitled  to  commissioiiy  232a. 

broker  not  entitled  to  commisfsion  for  loan  defeated  bj  misrepreseB- 
tations  of  borrower,  240a. 

broker  to  procnre  loan  may  purchase  land  at  mortgage  sale,  255a. 

broker  to  procure  without  authoritj  to  transfer  principaPs  note  and 
mortgage,  8S7e. 
Loan  company,  securities  payable  at^  not  thereby  agent  to  coileet^  257. 
Loans  on  real  estate,  71,  222-254,  564,  560,  575,  818,  1093. 
Loan,  one  employing  broker  to  obtain  liable  for  oommission,  222. 

when  refused  for  bad  title  broker  not  entitled  to  oommission,  223. 

when  lender  refused  to  consummate,  broker  not  entitled  to  eommissioBy 
224. 

when  broker  not  entitled  to  commission  for  conditional  loan,  225. 

procuring  agreement  to  make  not  the  same  as  procuring  a,  225a. 

broker  to  recover  for,  must  show  on  terms  authorized,  226. 

on  question  of  commission  former  agreement  ignored,  227. 

reasonable  value  of  broker's  services  for  may  be  shown,  228. 

broker  liable  for  loss  on  insufficient  security,  229. 

broker  bound  to  make  good  money  lost  through  his  negligence,  230. 

bill  for  services  for  procuring  separated  to  see  if  reasonable,  231. 
Loss,  recovery  should  be  limited  to  the  actual,  572. 
Lots,  power  to  sell  in,  6,  18,  340,  494,  587,  961. 

sold  out  of  order,  broker  not  entitled  to  commission,  307e. 


M 

llaker,  when  and  where  warranted  in  paying  note,  353. 
Maimer  in  which  written  contracts  with  brokers  should  be  oonstmed,  9012mm 
Measure  land,  employment  to  does  not  sustain  claim  for  selling;,  594. 
Meeting  of  minds,  33,  73,  290,  293,  305,  557,  630,  838b,  929b,  960. 
Memorandum,  insufficient  to  satisfy  statute^  606. 

sufficient  to  satisfy  statute,  590. 

signed  by  auctioneer  binds  buyer  and  aeDer,  30. 

admissible  in  evidence,  734. 
Mental  capacity,  want  of  to  employ  broker,  200. 
Methods  of  earning  commissions,  474. 

of  payment^  478,  479a. 
Michigan,  contract  to  sell  land  must  be  in  writing,  79b. 

doctrine  of  qttantum  meruit  on  entire  contracts,  546a. 
Middleman,  36,  320,  475,  557,  559,  578,  578a,  602e,  626,  875,  977,  1088. 
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[Bttferenoes  ar«  to  sections.] 


Mino,  sale  of,  12,  24,  84,  111,  800,  314,  816,  476,  669,  672,  601. 
Bfineral  and  gas  deposits,  719b,  1026. 
Minor,  guardian  of,  67,  62,  220. 
Miscarriage  of  notice,  464,  468. 

of  sale  witliout  fault  of  principal,  122. 
Misconduct  of  broker,  818. 

Mi'slead,  whether  plaintiff  attempted  to  question  for  jury,  920. 
Misrepresentations,  40,  41,  166,  188,  290,  296,  298,  299,  818,  816,  818, 

820,  828n,  461,  464,  614a,  672,  601,  862a. 
Mississippi,  doctrine  of  quantum  meruit  on  entire  contract,  646a. 
Missouri,  contract  with  broker  to  sell  land  must  be  in  writing,  690. 

contract  to  sell  lands  mu4t  be  in  writing,  79b. 

doctrine  of  quantum  meruit  on  entire  contracts,  646a. 
Mistakes,  181,  821,  841,  841a,  890a. 

unless  pleaded  and  proved  joint  purchaser  bound  for  whole  commis- 
sion, 679. 
Misunderstanding  of  contract  by  principal,  667. 
Modifications,  22,  24,  411,  411a,  468,  477,  479,  906a,  948a,  964a. 
Money,  broker  to  sell  can  take  nothing  else,  842. 

broker  has  no  right  to  receive  Mexican,  848. 

broker  for  seller  accepting  from  purchaser  against  public  policy,  669. 

received  by  broker  from  purchaser  belongs  to  principal,  669. 

broker  advancing  and  taking  deed  to  self,  holds  absolutely,  868. 

broker  to  sell  includes  authority  to  receive  purchase,  328e,  f. 

discharging  trust  by  returning  earnest^  296a. 

owner  allowed  that  withheld  by  broker,  but  denied  recovery  of  com- 
mission paid,  664a. 

petition  for  commission  from  collections  must  aver  their  sufficiency, 
663a. 

counts.    See  Common  Couhts. 
Moral  obligation,  supports  subsequent  written  promi'se  to  pay  commis- 
sions, 690. 

sufficient  consideration  to  collect  note  on  void  contract,  433d. 
Mortgages,  41,  239,  268-276,  314,  386,  488,  668,  1061. 
Mortgage,  authority  to  provide  confined  to  land  designated,  239. 

purchaser  bound  by  agent's  knowledge  and  can  not  dispute,  268. 

mortgagee's  right  to  have  reformed,  268. 

broker  selling  under  power  in  need  not  inform  mortgagor,  269. 

broker  failing  to  record  liable  for  loss,  260. 

broker  failing  to  secure  extension  of,  64. 
Mortgage,  broker  liable  for  loss  through  unpaid,  261. 

broker  not  entitled  to  charge  expenses  for  foreclosing  personal  mort- 
gage to  principal,  262. 

power  to  sell  does  not  include  power  to,  263. 

broker  to  invest  money  confined  to  first,  264. 

broker  making  loan,  knowing  of  prior,  principal's  subordinated,  266. 
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Mortgafne,  broker  liable  for  loss  through  unpaid — Contimted,. 

power  to  purchase  gives  none  to  secure  by  mortgage,  266. 

whether  agent  taking  by  wrong  description  guilty  of  n^g^igenoe  qae^ 
tion  for  jury,  267. 

taken  by  lender  bound  by  fraud  of  agent,  268. 

payment  on  to  eeller's  agent  did  not  bind  mortgagee,  269. 

broker  liable  for  negligence  in  failing  to  learn  liability  under  a,  270. 

broker  liable  for  lose  on  taking  on  other  and  not  on  land  sold,  271. 

broker  securing  conditional  sale  of,  not  oonsununated,  not  entitled 
to  oommiasion,  272. 

fraud  of  bxx>ker  in  appropriating  money  to  pay  off,  273. 

failure  of  purchaser  to  execute  mortgage  barred  commission,  274. 

in  computing  commission  mortgage  treated  as  part  of  price,  275. 

authority  to  sell  for  specific  sum  did  not  authoriae  part  cash  and 
mortgage,  422, 

broker  to  procure  loan  may  buy  at  mortgage  sale,  255a. 

when  borrower  entitled  to  cancellation  of  note  and,  255h. 

when  to  be  given  owner  entitled  to  know  the  purchaser,  274h. 

when  should  not  be  added  to  increase  broker's  commission,  275a. 

broker  without  authority  to  transfer  principal's  note  and,  337c. 

waiver  by  party  to  exchange  that  other  aasume,  515f. 

when  owner  entitled  to  money  which  should  have  beoi  paid  on,  672. 
Mortgagee's  interest  in  property,  274a,  539. 
Motiop«(,  666,  666a. 

N 

Name  of  purchaser,  concealment  of  by  broker,  291,  814,  446,  487,  525, 

530,  530a. 
Nebraska,  valid  conveyance  or  enforceable  contract  to  entitle  broker  to 
commission,  41,  1129a. 
contract  with  broker  to  sell  land  must  be  in  writing,  590. 
doctrine  of  quantum  meruit  on  entire  contract,  546a. 
contract  to  eell  lands  must  be  in  writing,  79b. 
Necessary  allegations  and  proof  to  enable  broker  to  recover  eommiflaioo, 

637a. 
Negative,  proposition  not  proved  until  inconsistent  with,  582. 
Negligence,  230,  260,  261,  267,  270,  271,  326,  846,  347,  347a,  349,  672, 

899,  913. 
Negotiations,  where  neither  broker  selling  nor  principal  had  notice  of 
other's,  489. 
owner  misleading  customer  to  buy  through  another  liable,  444. 
owner  breaking  into  and  selling  to  customer  liable,  444. 
unauthorized  not  ratified  by  sale  to  customer,  415,  443. 
with  two  jointly,  sale  by  owner  to  one  bars  eommiaaion,  432. 
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Negotiations,  where  neither  broker,  etc. — Continued. 

with  one,  and  sale  hj  owner  to  him  and  another  bars  commission^ 
487. 

not  ripening  into  contract  broker  denied  oommissioii,  468a. 
Net  rental,  meaning  of  the  term,  171. 

price,  4S1,  482,  48S,  484,  486. 
Neutral,  principal  may  remain  as  to  broker's  claims  for  oommiwion,  681. 
New  Hampshire,  contract  to  sell  land  must  be  in  writing,  79b. 
New  Jersey,  contract  to  sell  land  must  be  in  writing,  70b. 

contract  with  broker  to  sell  land  must  be  in  writing,  676,  590. 
New  York,  contract  with  broker  to  sell  land  must  be  in  writing,  590. 
New  trial,  error  to  grant  to  set  up  exercise  of  option.  111. 
Nominal  4ale,  broker  not  entitled  to  commission  for,  110. 

damages,  when  broker  reetrieted  to  reooYery  of,  800,  868,  668. 

purchaser,  487,  607. 

owner,  316,  819. 
Non-performance,  488. 
Non-suit,  865,  1076a. 
Non-resident  employing  broker,  11,  42,  828a. 

owner,  one  buying  from  through  agent  bound  to  ascertain  extent  of 
authority,  18. 

purchaser,  814. 
Notes,  promissory,  266b,  814,  887e,  861,  362,  363,  354,  365,  356,  357,  461, 
433d,  462,  483.  666,  672,  674,  684a,  817a,  817b,  1047. 

purchase  money,  duty  of  principal  to  collect,  420. 
Bee  also  Pdbchase  Mottet. 
Notice,  telegraph  company  not  sgent  of  owner,  80. 

to  partnership  of  revocation  of  authority,  87. 

when  not  neceesary,  259,  799. 

terminating  agency,  16. 

how  must  be  given  to  bind  principal,  869. 

to  principal  by  broker  on  finding  customer,  860,  471,  632a. 

when  waived,  861. 

of  revocation,  16. 

miscarriage  of,  464,  468. 

absence  of  deprives  of  right  to  commission,  489. 

principal  selling  before  expiration  of  time  without,  490. 

immediate  means  in  a  reasonable  time,  580. 

failure  to  instruct  as  to  not  error,  1009a. 

in  an  exchange  knowledge  by  broker  of  taxes  not  notice  to  the  other 
party,  36. 

of  customer  by  broker,  and  sale  after  by  owner,  464. 
Novation,  426,  667,  660,  688,  1096. 
Null  and  void,  67,  69,  279. 

ISee  also  Von). 
yudum  pactum,  19,  42,  174,  808,  462. 
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O 

Object,  defendant  can  not  when  sale  for  less  than  broker  claims,  027. 
Objection  to  price  of  horse  and  sale  bj  vendor  to  another,  brewer  entitled 
to  commission,  454. 
after  acceptance  that  purchaser  unable  to  paj  unavailing  to  defeat 

commission,  454. 
to  terms  of  eale  evidence  that  conformed  to  directions  given,  308. 

Objeetioiiable,  instruction  not)  as  submitting  an  issue  not  pleaded,  032. 

Obligation,  release  of  vendee  from,  380. 

Obligations,  plaintiff  bears  burden  of  proving  discharge  of,  716. 

owner  not  under  to  extend  time  to  broker,  16. 

of  married  woman  under  Pennsylvania  law,  39. 

broker  disregarding  cannot  recover  commission^  290. 

fraud  of  agent  relieved  principal  from,  314. 

purchaser  putting  lot  to  objectionable  use,  did  not  relieve  from  to  paj 
broker,  567. 

when  not  relieved  from  to  broker  for  commission,  42. 

See  also  Duty. 
Offer  to  pay  broker,  wh^n  it  does  not  show  employment,  173. 

failure  of  broker  to  report,  31'* 

sub-agent  obtaining  in  advance  of  bids,  395. 

reporting  in  excess  of  that  given,  491. 

of  same  amount  previously  made  by  proposer  to  owner,  0i8» 
Office  of  lender,  note  payable  at  not  authority  to  collect,  500. 
Ohk)^  oontract  to  sell  land  must  be  in  writing,  79b. 
Opinion  in  writing  of  customer's  attorney  admissible  in  evidence  to  show 

defect  in  title,  730a. 
Opinions,  as  evidence,  730a,  770,  770a,  825,  976a, 

poblle,  intensifying  insufficient  consideration,  21. 
Options^  sales,  exchanges,  leases,  loans,  etc.,  pt.  2,  Sec.  82-289a. 
Options,  23,  34,  38,  79,  82-111,  199,  314,  486,  667,  091a,  091b^  1033,  1061. 

contract  to  take  over  net  price  an  agency,  not  an,  82,  1083. 

broker  to  procure  entitled  to  recover  compensation,  83. 

Aibject  to  revocation,  principal  liable  to  broker  on  finding  purohaser, 
84. 

broker  to  sell,  procuring  mere,  not  entitled  to  coomiission,  86« 

customer  exercising,  broker  entitled  to  oommismon,  86,  98. 

where  principal  held  only  at  time  of  sale,  his  liability,  87. 

broker  who  took  to  buy,  not  agent  to  sell,  88. 

exercise  of  revokes  contract  of  agency  to  sell,  89. 

Agreement  to  sell,  etc.,  a  mere,  90. 

sale  by  owner  subject  to,  not  breach  of  contract,  91. 

on  sale  under  an,  broker  not  entitled  to  commission,  92. 

broker  to  procure  lessee,  not  entitled  to  oonunisekm  for,  93. 


[RaTcrMMM  an  to  sBOtloii*.! 

owner  concluding  for  whola  tract,  nu^  refnae  oBer  for  part,  M. 

subject  to  withdrawftl,  no  commiwion  euiwd,  OB. 

contTEct  of  excbinge,  held  a  mere,  07. 

wlHU  oo«gent  not  boond  by,  S8. 

and  title  bond  to  insure  wle,  09. 

at  beat  price,  means  satiBfaetor;  to  pnrcbaser,  100. 

unexerclaed,  anbeequ^t  eale,  broker  not  entitled  to  conmiiaion,  101. 

broker  to  secure  two,  principal  rescinds  one,  liable  for  breach,  102. 

broker  not  entitled  to  cominiBsiOTi  for  procuring  part  of,  103. 

broker  obtaining  price  from  owner,  a  naked,  104. 

giTen  snd  extended,  broker  acting  aq  purchaser,  lOiS. 

error  to  prevent  defendant  showing  bow  made  to  purchaser,  IDS. 

defendant  giTing  br(dcBr,  estopped  to  claim  purcbaasr,   lOT. 

defendant  ma^  abow  purchaser  took   subject   to  securing  adjoining 

lot,  108. 
what  owner  majr  show  to  corroborate  claim  of,  109. 
bald  not  expired  when  sale  made  1^  owner,  MO. 
error  to  grant  new  trial  to  set  np  exercise  of,  111. 
to  lease  not  exercised  bj  taking  at  lower  rental,  IM. 
broker  to  secure  lewee,  not  entitled  to  MHrnnlsalon  for  Menrtng,  £00. 
power  to  sell  does  not  include  powar  to  g)Te  an,  SSTb. 
evidence  showing  cfmtract  an,  and  not  a  sale,  601a,  601b> 
construed  a  contract  of  sale,  and  not  an,  iSa. 
contract  of  not  within  the  statnte  of  fraoda,  S3b- 
to  purchase  as  well  as  to  sell,  84a. 
eoaatmed  a  contract  of,  8Sa. 
death  of  owner  before  exercise  of  did  not  bar  broker's  eommission, 

86b. 
owner  giving  entitled  broker  to  eommiasloii,  80a. 
though  word  "option"  used,  held  a  contract  to  sell  T««l  aatato,  00a. 
holder  of  not  neccssarilj  an  agent  to  aell,  104a. 
broker  having  msj  «11  for  more  without  accounting,  106a. 
broker  not  entitled  to  eommtsaion  after  principal  gives  an,  108a. 
contract  held  to  be  both  an  option  and  brokerage,  UOa. 
to  sell  realty  defined,  113b. 

change  of  sale  to  accepted  by  broker  did  not  bind  principal,  427a. 
bndeer  aelling  more  than  anthorifed  by.  269. 
owner  entering  into  instead  of  sale  to  broker's  customer,  4M. 
contract  of  not  capable  of  specific  performance,  462. 
Oral  agency  may  be  withdrawn  by  parcrf,  22. 

action  ete  dtUato  maintainable  on  parol  contract,  79d. 
agreement  to  act  as  salei  manager  upheld,  162a. 
contracts  may  be  made  by  brokers  tietween  themielves,  371a. 
written  agreement  to  sell  realty  can  not  be  modified  orally,  411a. 
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Oral  agency  may  be  withdrawn  by  parol — Continued, 

ocmtract  can  not  take  propwty  out  of  bands  when  held  by  written, 
492b. 

agreement,  when  admiesiblo  in  evidenoe^  321. 

eontract  of  agent  sub-letting  nnarailing,  218. 

contract,  broker  to  make  written  can  not  make,  36S. 

authority,  broker  under  can  not  bind  by  written  coTauuita,  364. 

eontract  of  broker  bind^  unnamed  principal,  683. 

ocmtract  followed  by  written,  492. 

evidence,  749,  749a,  769,  831,  833. 
Owner,  21,  42,  80,  81,  88,  89a,  92,  104,  105a,  109,  110,  125,  142,  142b,  169, 
210,  214,  222,  245,  246,  302a,  341a,  347,  370a,  399a,  409a,  413, 
416a,  450a,  451a,  476a,  479a,  481,  482,  485,  499c,  499e,  614a, 
654a,  696b,  602b,  612a,  612b,  624a,  692a,  695b,  696a,  699a. 


Parol.    See  Osilb 

Part  cash  and  mortgage,  when  not  authorited,  422. 
Part,  on  concluding  option  for  whole  tract,  owner  Justified  in  refusing 
offer  for,  94,  468. 
broker  entitled  to  oommiseion  for  selling,  entitled  to  same  rata  for 

all,  496,  496. 
principal  must  accept  or  reject  as  an  entirety,  24. 
principal  can  not  defeat  commission  by  indirect  sale  of,  454,  468. 
knowledge  by  broker  that  principal  owws  but,  472. 
broker  to  sell  entire  tract  must  do  so  to  earn  commission,  496a. 
broker  barred  commission  for  selling  in  different  acreage  portions 
from  that  prescribed,  496c. 
Partial  payment,  broker  entitled  to  commission  on.  570. 
performance  insufficient  to  earn  commission.  509. 
payment  of  price,  when  must  be  shown,  557. 
performance  affords  no  right  in  e(fuity,  589. 
Participancy  in  wrong,  absence  of,  497. 

in  ezcliange,  without  employment,  does  not  earn  commission,  162. 
Particular  point,  immaterial  if  principal  and  customer  agree  generally, 

657. 
Parties,  together,  bringing,  though  they  contract  on  different  terms,  532. 
to  the  bargain,  liability  to  broker  for  commission  depends  upon  real, 

487a. 
to  actions,  630,  656a. 
Partition,  sale  frustrated  through  failure  to^  broker  entitled  to  commis- 
sion, 508. 
Partnership,  22,  26,  37,  88,  318,  636,  663,  676,  684,  630,  689b,  760,  814. 
Payable  on  sale,  commissions  are,  498. 

when  contract  made  with  purchaser,  oommiesions  are,  499. 


[R«rBr*ncee  are  to  sectlonB.] 

PiTable  on  sale,  commiBBione — Continued. 

on  receipt  of  price,  broker  not  entitled  U>  eommiuion  bef<»^  603. 

upon  completion  of  transaction,  commiisioDs  are  naually,  S04. 

note  ftt  office  of  broker,  not  entitled  to  collect,  SOS. 

commiBBion  out  of  last  coBh,  mtiBt  aver  ^ame,  663. 
Pftjiaent  bjr  defaulting  vendee,  broker  entitled  to  commiMlon  on,  SOO,  SOS. 

broker  entitled  to  exoeas  bb  commiBSion  from  first,  484. 
Pkyment,' contract  to  be  void  if  flnt  failed,  649. 
Payments,  deferred  not  collectible  by  broker,  112a. 

broker  not  entitled  to  eommiuion  for  contract  differing  aa  to  d«> 
ferred,  503a. 

vendora  not  required  to  accept  checka  for,  4S0b. 

of  commJBslons  a*  coIlectionB  made,  440a. 

written  contract  anpercedeB  rule  a«  to  commlsaion,  AWs, 
Penal,  contract  held  to  be,  retjniring  strict  conBtroction,  SB5. 
Fmalty  provided  excluiive,  578. 
PoinByhwiIa,  laws  of,  39,  976. 

contract  to  sell  lands  mnat  be  hi  vritlng,  79b. 
Pension,  S4. 
Performance,  mere  approval  of  contract  not  acceptance  of,  SS7. 

wben  law  of  plnce  of  govems,  112S,  1129,  llS9a. 

partial  entitles  broker  to  recover  neither  or  contract  nor  on  fWMtuM 
meruit.  509. 

recovery  wtthovt  showing,  641. 

where  broker  not  entitled  to  conunisElon  as  tor  full,  S46. 

when  fall  does  not  take  ease  oat  of  statute,  S90. 

contract  by,  4BB,  687. 
Performed  bis  nndertaking,  brdrer  not  entitled  to  eoaunltaloiis  until  ha, 

S48.  S66. 
Permanent  Improvementa,  42,  372. 
Personal  contract,  promise  by  administrator,  S4. 

action  against  trustee,  35. 

acts  undelegstnble,  4,  9. 

property,  when  broker  can  not  take,  200,  SIB. 
Petition  or  complafnt,  160,  63S-6S6d. 

defective,  160,  632e,  633,  634,  649,  690,  692. 

failing  to  prove  agreed  may  recdve  reasonable  compeBsatloii,  6>9. 

demurrable,  632e,  643,  644,  648,  649,  64gb,  660a.  «64,  656,  666c,  «69- 
665. 

Insufficient,  643,  646,  649. 

failing  to  show  written  contract,  alleged  beneflts  innnaterlftl,  647. 
Pbntation,  interpretation  of  broker's  anthority  to  tell,  1124. 
Plat  and  sell,  a  ccmtract  with  broker  to,  147,  570. 
Pleading?,  practice  and  Judicial  constmctions  and  interpretAtitma,  PL  S, 

Bees.  669-1132. 
Pool  to  divide  MRnmissIons,  871. 


[RafaranoM  u*  to  moUobb.! 
PmiMion  nndlapiited  for  jears,  Authoritf  of  agent  preromad,  S68> 

wheal  takinjr  ratiflea  act  of  agent,  84. 

failnra  of  own#r  to  givt,  464. 
Foatal  card  inHUfflcient  as  contract  with  broker,  OOla. 
FostpoDfinait  by  purchaser,  845. 

Fowar  of  attorney,  18,  24,  Si,  07,  U,  1ST,  80%  «»,  SCO,  2fl3,  SOS,  314. 
332. 

d  del^ating  aathori^,  8. 
Vvmts  of  a-ttomey,  of  becotuing  agents  iahercstt,  S. 

to  hII  doea  not  include  to  out  timber,  330. 

to  aall  does  not  include  to  lease,  202. 

oonArming  ittles  confers  pow«r  to  sell,  3S2. 

to  do  all  things  concerning  real  estate  oonfera  wtthoiKT  to  lfi%,  201. 

to  sell  laud  acquired  afterward,  333. 

to  sell  land  sold  but  not  oonveyed,  334. 

to  sell  land  en  credit  may  receive  payment,  336. 

to  sell  for  settlement,  when  not  violated,  336. 

to  sell  land,  not  to  lease  or  eichange,  337,  167. 

to  sell  land  not  power  to  give  an  option,  337b. 

to  locate  and  nirvey,  not  power  to  sdl,  339. 

to  sail  in  lots,  cannot  sell  otherwise,  340. 

mutual  mistake  a«  to  oreates  no  liability,  341. 

tmleas  oloUied  with  by  the  owner,  no  one  can  transfer  title,  413. 

to  aell  and  convey  land  Includes  to  give  oovenanta  of  warranty,  417. 

ia  other  Btates  power  must  be  specifically  oooferred,  418. 

to  sell  doea  not  warrant  contract  to  sell  and  convey,  418b, 
Practice,  poiute  of  in  actions  for  fraud,  321. 
Fresumptioa  of  revocation  by  sale  of  property,  16. 

of  agent's  authority  by  undiciputed  possession  for  years,  30S. 

after  revocation  that  broker  acta  for  pnrcbaaer,  421. 

that  plaintiff  was  licenced  from  absence  of  evidence  to  the  ^uatnTj. 
676. 

that  agent  contracted  with  reference  to  aeage,  COS. 
Presumptions,  in  general,  028. 
Preventing  bidding,  217,  441. 
Price  fixed,  12,  24,  42,  61,  142,  200,  422,  420,  602.  &32a,  668,  66B,  90S. 

making  and  obtaining  does  nod  establish  employment,  17. 

whm  lower  a  auffident  oonuderation,  21. 

eontract  to  take  beyond  net,  agency  and  iMt  opUtm,  82. 

obtained  by  broker  a  naked  option,  104. 

increased,  broker  entitled  to  more  eMnmiasion,  lift, 

broker  buying  at  inadequate  by  fraud,  130. 

lower,  sale  by  eeoond  to  client  of  first  broker,  HI. 

where  broker  might  have  gotten  better,  not  entitled  to  eonuniaata^  2m 

mortgage  treated  aa  part  of,  270. 

broker  nnderatating  price  obtainable,  liable  to  principal  for  loa^  tiS^ 
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Price  fixed — Continued, 

broker  not  entitled  to  full  commission  until  paid,  470. 

br(^er  entitled  to  excess  as  compensation,  456. 

net  to  owner,  broker  does  not  take  the  excess,  481. 

net,  broker  selling  thereat  not  entitled  to  commission,  482. 

net  to  owner  and  note  for  excess  to  broker,  483. 

net,  broker  entitled  to  commission  from  first  payment,  484. 

owner  changing  gross  to  net  liable  for  commission,  485. 

commissions  payable  on  receipt  of,  503,  570. 

sub-agent  selling  at  reduced  not  entitled  to  commission,  524. 

broker  guilty  of  fraud  in  asking  reduction  of,  314. 

broker  secretly  learning  and  sending  customer,  399. 

broker  not  entitled  to  commission  for  sale  at  less,  426. 

principal  liable  for  commission  for  sale  to  customer  at  lower,  602, 

sub-agent  not  entitled  to  recover  for  sale  at  lower,  524. 

sub-Agent  entitled  to  commission,  though  concealed  name  of  buyer, 
525. 

if  payment  of  necessary,  must  be  shown,  557. 

receipt  of  before  broker  entitled  to  eommissioii,  570. 

reasonable  inferred  by  law,  610i. 

broker  can  not  collect  fee  from,  878. 

v/hok  told  by  broker  of  protpectiTe  punlUMer  owner  may  then  raise 
the,  477a. 

broker's  eontraei  required  owner  to  fix  within  a  reasonable  time,  612b. 
Prima  faoie  evidence,  contract  signed  by  purchaser,  117. 

evidenee  of  title,  eontraot  to  oonv^,  169,  190. 

ease,  57,  866. 
Principal  and  agent»  16,  86,  51,  106a. 

broker  to  procure  loan  not  authorind  to  eoUeet  interest^  258. 

approval  of,  47. 

signature  of  by  agent,  74,  75,  76,  77. 

what  he  must  do  to  escape  liability,  881. 

paying  one  broker  not  liable  to  another,  870. 

selling,  broker  may  recover  on  a  ^nanivm  memU,  511,  512. 

paying  commissions  before  purchaser  withdraws,  ean  not  reeover,  65i* 
Privity,  11,  25,  85,  814,  818,  898,  454. 
Proceeds,  commissions  payable  from,  228,  495,  50L 
Procuring  a  purchaser.    See  Fzhding  ▲  PuBOBAan. 
Procuring  cause  of  lease,  219. 

Procuring  cause  of  sale,  17,  25,  305,  448,  446,  471,  489,  507a>  748,  809b, 
934,  9S4a,  984b,  954,  994a,  1024,  1082. 

cases  where  broker  held  not  to  be,  292,  507. 
Procuring  cause  of  the  transaction  a  question  for  Jury,  896. 
Profits,  when  broker  Uable  to  principal  for,  28,  85,  189,  814,  829a,  565. 

when  principal  Uabla  to  broker  lor,  16,  800,  820,  497,  497a,  1108, 
1104. 


[Raterencea  ore  to  uetlODs.I 
Proflte,  when  ImAer  liable  to  principle  for — CohNmmmL 

broker  to  hare  part  of,  not  entitled  on  failure  t^  defect  in  title,  fiSS. 

broker  to  ohare  in  proflta  not  »  partner,  584,  SS4a. 

anticipated  may  be  recovered  as  damages,  2&9,  300. 
Propertr,  description  of,  60. 

accepted  in  lien  of  caah,  SSB,  870. 

broker  purchtuin^f  not  entitled  to  commiuion  for  sale,  389,  fiSS. 

fact  that  principal  does  not  own  does  not  bar  commiMion,  464. 

renting  of,  669. 
Proportionate  eommisaiouB,  440,  447,  493,  632a. 
PropoBiti(»i,  cotinter,  06. 

not  proved  until  ineonalctent  with  negative,  682. 

instruction  in  retard  to  erroneoui,  068. 
Public  polity,  doctrine  of,  314,  S09,  ATS. 
Puffing,  686. 
PnrchMO  money,  16,  41,  368,  373,  601.  Bee  also  Nom  iM, 

receipt  of  broker  for  bound  owner,  38Ga. 

when  receipt  for  not  performance  of  contract,  297. 

on  executing  contract  owner  entitled  to  paid  portion  of,  207. 

broker's  riglit  to  conuniaeion  not  defeated  becanse  to  be  paid  &om,  601. 

paid,  repudiation  by  vendeo  bars  recovery,  23. 

broker  without  authority  can  not  retain  commission  from,  373. 

failure  to  return  entitles  broker  to  commiuion,  4G4. 

privilege  of,  48,  200,  32Bj. 

by  agent  for  himaelf,  circumBtancea  anthoriEing,  380c. 
Pnrchaser  or  vendee,  41,  84.  100,  106,  106,  107,  108,  117,  120,  131,  136, 
146,  140,  ISO,  264,  2GS,  32ea,  380,  384,  385,  387,  388,  422b,  437a. 
4G0,   460a,  4«la,   460,   466,   483a,   487,   4e0s,   516b,   lilSc,   SMb, 
e03a,  6120,  S14a,  fll8b,  630,  6SGb,  716a,  716a,  719b. 

■ning  to  recover  money  paid  to  vendor's  agent,  728a. 

boiui  fide,  607. 

acting  for  another,  462,  487. 

ostensible,  814. 

refusing  who  knew  right  length  of  lot^  broker  barred  oommiaaicii, 
436. 

failure  of  to  carry  out  contract,  460. 

paying  more  than  authorized,  hr<^r  entitled  to  oommiMieo.  S06. 

Muli  botmd  lot  the  whole  conuniation  to  broker,  S70. 


Quantity  contracted  for.  broker  entitled  to  commission  on,  4£S,  4fi]. 

bndcer  not  entitled  to  fall  eommietiOB  where  shcntage  ia  foond.  tfL 
purchaser  may  recover  for  shortage  in  acreage,  SOS. 


[Referancaa  are  to  ••otiaBS.] 
Quantum  memit,  partial  performance  insufficient  to  recover  na  CODtnct 

or,  609. 
agent  procuring  responsible  tenant  entitled  to  recover  mi,  £10. 
principal  eelling  to  customer,  broker  entitled  t«  recover  on,  511. 
principal  selling  for  less  tban  agreed  price,  br(d:er  entitled  to  recover 

on,  512. 
in  absence  of  express  contract,  brdcer  may  recover  on,  613,  032a. 
in  abaence  of  fixed  rate  measure  of  broker's  compMuaticm,  613a. 
in  some  States  recover;  ma;  be  had  for  partial  performanea  on  a, 

54  Ba. 
•abject  of,  587. 
where  sale  not  conanmmated  broker  most  prove  negotiations  rendered 

fmitlew  hj  fault  of  land  owner,  in  order  to  recover  on  a,  e37a. 
Instruction  rigbtlj  refused  that  if  entitled  to  anTthing  confined  to  a, 

1016. 
finding  in  an  action  on  a,  1049. 
finding  mi  express  contract,  finding  again:.^  lOSO. 


Railroad,  3S,  291,  626,  1000,  lOOS. 
Ranch,  464,  660,  102S. 

Ratiflcatim  of  contract,  24,  60,  67,  S2I,  667,  S7X,  CIS,  620,  620a,  621,  622, 
623,  624,  728a,  707,  85S,  895,  1080. 
what  is  not  a,  18,  24,  295,  416,  4S8,  667,  618,  6Ua. 
once  made,  cannot  be  revoked,  24. 
Beal  estate,  contracts  for  the  sale  of,  17> 
options  on,  82-111, 
sales  of,  112-148. 
leases  of,  196-221. 
loans  on,  222-267. 
mortgages  on,  258.276. 
liens  on,  283-289a. 

oonunission,  proper  charge  on  trust,  3S. 
Reasonable  bill  for  extra  compensation,  examined  to  m«  if ,  231. 
care  in  selecting  sub-agent,  394. 
commissions,  items  paid  agents  shown  to  be,  36. 
corporation  liable  to  officers  only  for,  38. 
compensation,  broker  procuring  option  entitled  to,  83. 

broker  entitled  on  procuring  leaae,  in  absence  of  special  ooutrMit 

to,  196. 
plainUIT  entitled  to  recover  excess  withheld,  less  a,  298. 
net  to  owner,  broker  selling  at  excess  entitled  to  a,  481, 
for  finding  a  purchaser  broker  entitled  to  a,  657, 
subject  of,  616. 
failing  to  prove,  may  recover,  639. 


[RafarancM  sr*  to  aMtlMU.1 
BeMomble  bill  for  ntr*  compenution,  examined  to  Me  if— OowMiHted. 
price  inferred  by  Uw,  610. 
time  within  which  *  power  mnat  be  accepted,  £C 
for  broker  to  perform  larrloe,  SIS. 
emplojment  of  broker  oontinnes  tor  «,  612,  91S. 
what  i*  a,  Sll. 
whan  immaterial,  014. 
wbtii  emutltnto*  a,  1080. 
nine  of  broker*!  Mrrieeg  in  procuring  loan,  228. 
valne  of  brdcer's  ■erricca   recorerable   in   abeoie*   ot    exprew   agree- 
ment, ais. 
Receipt*,  41,  IB4,  221,  STB,  88S,  384,  8BB,  SBSa,  6TS,  772,  1072. 
Beceirer,  CSa,  814. 

Reciprocal  oblig&tione  on  principal  a*  well  aa  en  agent,  290. 
SeconTeyance  of  proper^,  801,  81^  007. 
Record,  260,  290,  S40. 
Reconpment.  809,  821. 
Recovery  of  ocmmiMioni,  S5i. 
of  moBvy  tnm  broker,  04& 

of  eimunlHioni  withont  ehowlng  p«Tformaneet  §41. 
upon  implied  contract,  71ta. 
Refunding  commiaeionB,  820,  888,  672. 
Refuaal  to  accept  loan,  242. 

to  take  faecauM  enetomer  doce  not  own,  164. 
to  exchange,  when  fraud  no  groond  for,  1S8. 
by  leewr  to  auign  lease,  218. 

of  purchaser  to  sign  contract  of  sale,  208,  468,  517,  684. 
of  owner  to  execnto  ccmtract  of  sale,  818,  874,  974e,  376,  464,  466. 
of  principal  to  appralec^  4(4. 

of  purchaser,  who  knew  real  length,  to  take  lot,  486,  451. 
of  purchaser  to  take  lot,  where  Iwiker  knew  sise,  461. 
of  wife  to  join  in  deed,  464. 
Reject  offer,  when  principal  can  not  and  eacape  UabiUty  for  cmnmiaaien, 

ses. 

Rejected  Mmtract  of  eale,  Mte. 

Relatione,  broker  and  enb-agent  ■''"<'■'■  to  principal  and  agent,  filV. 

Release,  19,  S7,  238,  289,  297,  379,  880,  462,  fil4,  lOftS,  1009. 

Relief,  when  denied,  SH. 

Relinquishment,  616. 

Remark,  effect  of,  1090. 

Remedies.     Idee  Aorion, 

Remedy,  punning  one  barred  any  other,  414a. 

Reimbunement,  814,  606,  607. 

Rent,  82,  41,  109,  207,  314,  381,  SSIa,  SB6,  387,  610,  668,  M7. 


[Htfarenc*!  mr*  to  aMtkMULl 
Hencnntl,  mirer  of  piiTilege  of,  SOt. 

lease  to  anotbv  not  exercise  of  option  of,  SIbL 
Repairs  broker  antliorized  to  make,  not  pennancnt  impronount,  ST2. 
Reply,  ei2c,  630. 

that  was  not  a  ratification,  018a. 
HepresenUtions  as  to  dImensiMM  of  property,  4111, 
Representative  capacity,  brokn'  not  liabl«  to  third  parties  for  bla  acta 

in  a,  341b. 
Repudiation  or  rescission,  23,  £4,  80,  41,  127,  300,  SSI,  438,  S68,  924. 
Restitution  before  repudiation,  23. 
Restriction  in  chain  of  title,  43. 
Rtt  gestae,  7S5,  834,  SSS. 

Retainer,  when  broker  taking  from  purchaser  allowable^  4S4. 
RetroactiTc,  law  requiring  contract  employing  broker  to  be  fn  writing 

not.  USE. 
Reversal,  to  work,  errors  mnst  have  been  prejudicial,  1078a, 
Revived,  agency  terminated,  not  by  Bnbsequnit  acts,  16. 
Revocation  of  authority  granted  to  agent,  13,  IE,  S2,  79,  84,  89,  2B3a,  202, 
300,  328d,  358,  421,  448,  454,  010,  G16,  621,  E72,  e3Sa,  eB4c,  802, 
873b,  OOSe,  988,  1110. 
Rights,  dnties  and  liabilities  of  principal  and  agent.  Ft.  8,  Baca.  £60-422. 

effect  of  coDcealmemt  upon,  291, 

to  commission  not  defeated  because  to  be  paid  frMn  porchaM  moiMy, 
601. 
Right  to  sell  not  Implied  by  advertisement  on  land,  128. 

of  broker  to  agreed  commissions,  423,  428a, 

to  withdraw  If  title  bad,  exercised,  ban  commission,  S17,  684. 

of  broker  to  commission  regardless  of  title  of  CBstomer,  6SS. 
lUgbts  of  third  persons,  200,  386,  410. 

of  brdcer  depend  on  new  ccmtract,  411. 
Right  to  oonveyance  by  agent,  482. 

to  emnmlwiiona,  when  modified,  470. 

to  oommisaions,  not  affected  by  owner's  snppMiUrau^  m, 

of  two  heirs  not  acquired,  566. 

of  action  for  commissiou  when  accrues  to  brolccr,  e32b. 

of  immunity,  estopped  from  luiserting,  601. 
JUval  brokers,  137,  424,  610,  618,  608,  000,  1024. 


Bale,  consolidation  of  interest  not  a,  66. 

employed  to  sell  who  lecnres  a  mere  option,  85. 

by  owner,  subject  to  option,  not  breach  of  contract,  01. 

by  owner  befon  expiration  of  option,  110. 

If  terms  omitted,  satisfactory  to  principal  implied,  112. 
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nUfarsncMi  ar»  to  fl«etloiii.1 

Sleile,  eonsolidfttioB  of  intcreet  not  a — OotUimued. 

according  to  temM  entitles  broker  to  commission,  113, 

eontraot  of,  may  be  established  by  eireumstantial  evidsiiei^  114» 

judicial,  115. 

nominal  broker  not  entitled  to  commission  for,  116. 

enjoined,  broker  entitled  to  commission,  118,  469. 

broker  must  effect  to  earn  oommission,  119. 

withdrawal  from  entitled  broker  to  commission,  120. 

properties  for  others  and  cash  difference,  a,  121,  164. 

miscarrying  without  fault  of  prinoipal  broker  not  entitled  to  oo; 
mission,  122. 

by  wrong  description,  broker  not  entitled  to  oommission,  123. 

■ingle,  not  doing  business  to  need  license,  124,  676. 

forced  with  joint  owner,  broker  not  entitled  to  commission,  126. 

by  broker  to  resell  no  fraud,  126. 

ineffectual  where  broker  had  no  right  to  make  it,  127. 

advertisement  on  land  does  not  imply  right  of,  128. 

to  And  purchaser,  none  to  make,  120a. 

agent  buying  at  inadequate  price  by  fraud,  set  aside,  130. 

agent  becoming  purchaser  unknown  to  principal,  set  aside,  131. 

without  effort  accepted  entitles  broker  to  oommission,  132. 

contract  may  require  a,  to  entitle  broker  to  commission,  133. 

at  $350,  when  limited  to  $400,  broker  not  entitled  to  commission,  184. 

at  $1,500,  after  asking  lower  terms,  unauthorized,  135. 

at  $1,500,  while  land  increasing  in  value,  unauthorized,  18. 

without  special  contract,  broker  to  earn  commission  requires  a,  136. 

by  one  of  rival  brokers  ends  contract  with  others,  137. 

whether  broker  entitled  to  commissioa  for  both  auction  and  private^ 
a  question  for  jury,  138. 

by  broker  of  property  acquired  from  principal  liable  to  lattor,  139. 

without  written  authority  «Lcepted  Iran  statute  of  frauds,  140. 
Sale,  by  seooDd  agent  to  client  of  first,  latter  not  entitled  to  oommission, 
141. 

by  owner  before  sale  by  agent  bars  commission,  142. 

disagreement  as  to,  acquiesced  in  by  broker,  bars  commission,  143. 

for  cash  complied  with  by  payment  on  execution  of  deed,  144. 

of  public  land,  broker  to  earn  oommission  must  show  what,  146. 

plaintiff  to  plat  and  sell  and  pay  $150  an  acre  to  defendant*  a  contract 
of,  147. 

broker  failing  to  sell  and  owner  selling  to  customer,  broker  not  en- 
titled to  commission,  148. 

power  to  make  does  not  include  power  to  lease,  exchange,  or  mortgage, 
107,  202,  263. 

lease  with  privilege  of  purchase  equivalent  to,  200. 

broker  bringing  about  entitled  to  oommission,  215,  491. 

of  lease  frustrated  by  lessor,  broker  not  entitled  to  oommission,  218. 


[Hef«rences  ar*  to  Bsctlotis.] 
Bale  hy  Mcond  agent  to  client  of  flret.  Utter  not  entitled  to  cod 

— Continued. 

under  power  in  mortgage  not  necesBary  to  inform  mortgagor,  S69. 
eonAUonal  of  mort)^):^,  broker  securing,  272. 
of  btrnds  declared  illegal  deprivei  broker  of  eommiiBion,  fiTS, 
broker  wiling  bonds  entitled  to  commiMion  on  procuring  buyer,  277. 
broker   not  entitled  to   commiasion  for   selling  bonds  on  buyer  with- 
drawing, 278. 
delivering  bonds,  witiiout  disclosing  principal,  liable  If  null  and  void, 

278. 
broker    selling   bonds   in   good   faith,   not   liable   to   trust   letste   for 

illegal,  280. 
authoiity   of    Tillage    to    sell    bonds    includes    authority   to    employ 

broker,  281. 
by  agent  to  principal  of  his  own  property  set  aside,  321. 
power  conflnning,  confers  power  to  sell,  322. 
power  to  sell  in  lota  confers  none  to  sell  otherwise,  840, 
broker  to  eel]  land  c«n  take  nothing  but  money,  342, 
broker  not  liable  for  poor  sale  by  sub-agent,  304. 
to  others  than  syndicate  by  owner  bars  commission,  406. 
for  all  cash  complies  with  authority  for  half  cash,  410. 
broker  to  eell  for  half  CMb,  remainder  on  time,  cannot  sell  for  all 

cash,  410ti. 
authority  to  make  for  epecifled  sum  Is  for  cash  only,  422a. 
at  leSB  than  flxed  price,  broker  not  entitled  to  commiseian,  426. 
broker   negotiating   with   two^   sale   to   one   by   owner   bars   commit 

sion,  432. 
void  by  statute,  brolcer  not  entitled  to  oonunission,  433. 
broker  unsuccessful  with  F.  and  sale  by  owner  to  him  and  athers 

bars  commission,  437. 
mil  run  ezelusive,  broker  not  entitled  to  eommlssloa  on  mia  hj  na> 

other  agent.  438. 
broker  entitled  on  sale  by  owner  to  ComnuBsion  tm  share  of  two  ten- 
ants in  cranmon,  440. 
broker  who  first  aucceeda  in  making,  entitled  to  commiesion,  445. 
broker  who  wae  the  procuring  cause  of,  entitled  to  commission,   17, 

305,  446,  446,  447,  464. 
Iff  prindpel  uninflnenoed  by  broker,  latter  not  intitM  to  ocmmisrion, 

42,464. 
failure  of  broker  to  make  a,  4S7. 
failure  of  broker  to  consummate  contract  of,  463. 
failure  of  by  defect  in  title,  'ISIJ. 
et  net  price,  broker  not  eiitilicU  to  commiMion,  482. 
by  principal  without  notice  to  broker  before  time  expired,  490. 
broker  entitled  to  commission  on  sale  of  four  bouses,  not  entitled  to 

proportionate  for  one,  493. 
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[lUferencM  mre  to  ■•etions.] 

Sale  bj  leeood  agent  to  client  of  firsts  Utter  not  entitled  to  j'lnf—^ffbm 

— Continued, 
commiMion  payable  on,  and  not  on  collection  of  deferred  paymentBy 

496. 
eaeea  in  whieli  broker  was  beld  not  to  be  proenriqg  eauie  o^  §07. 
iruetrated    throng    failure   to   partition,   broker   entitled   to   eoai- 

miseion,  60S. 
made  after   revocation  of   autliority  entitled  ■ub-afent  to  oommle- 

flion,  621. 
made  at  reduced  price,  sub-agent  not  entitled  to  commission^  524w 
to  railroad  instead  of  to  syndicsite  entitled  to  eommission,  626. 
other  than  contemplated,  broker  entitled  to  commission,  527. 
on  making,  broker  not  deprived  of  commission  by  defect  in  title,  6S3. 
defeated  by  want  of  title,  which  he  knew  broker,  not  entitled  to  com- 
mission, 539. 
failing  by  dispute  over  taxes  broker  not  entitled  to  nop^mission,  541* 
withdrawal  of  land  from  entitled  broker  to  commission,  652. 
withdrawal  and  sale  by  owner  to  customer,  in  good  faiili,  bars  com- 
mission 553. 
failing  because  rights  of  two  heirs  not  acquired,  broker  entitled  to 

commission,  555. 
to  customer  after  employment  ended  bars  commission,  658. 
in  trying  to  effect  sale  of  real  estate  party  may  extravagantly  extol, 

586. 
for  less  than  broker  claims,  defendant  cannot  object,  627. 
admitted,  broker  entitled  to  reasonable  compensation,  616a* 
executed,  when  inadmissible  in  evidence,  767. 
of  bonds  released  from  registry  through  forgery,  38,  574. 
broker  not  liable  to  principal  for  money  paid  purchaser  on  reject 

ed,  642a. 
of  land  by  broker  entitled  him  to  oommisaioil  no  notice  of  nvoeatloB 

having  been  given,  1110. 
after  appointment  of  a  receiver,  62a» 
of  land  for  fellow-broker,  76b. 
BO  construed  and  not  an  option,  82a. 
and  also  option  to  purchase,  84a. 
of  real  estate  though  word  "option''  used,  9(Hu 
broker  having  option  may  eell  for  more  and  not  aceoimt  for  eaceen, 

105a. 
option  defined,  110b. 
power  of  broker  limited  to  sell,  112a. 

broker  entitled  to  commission  for  aiding  in  making  a,  113a. 
broker  entitled  to  commission  for  selling  for  more  cash  than  reqaired, 

llSb. 
broker  entitled  to  oonmisaioit  for,  though  to  person  other  thus  dsai|^ 

nated,  118c 
broker  must  effect  or  eeeiiro  bindiBg  oontrael^  llSd. 


tRefaranoM  ara  to  ■•etlona.] 
8ftl«  of  tteati  agatt  to  client  of  first,  Utter  not  entitlad  to  eommluion. 

COMtHHied. 

tnUMfcT  l>j  joint  owner  of  haU-intereat  a,  125a. 

by  owner  to  broker's  ciutomer,  142a. 

by  owner  to  broker's  customer  after  emplt^ment  uded,  142bL 

of  land  b7  mortgagee  not  a  withdrawal  of  ooDtract  of  broker,  2T4a. 

eommissions  payable  on  as  payments  collected,  MOa. 

brtdcer  procuring  cause  of  entitled  to  conuniMion,  SOT*. 

not  enough  for  broker  to  show  bia  act,  but  one  of  chain  of  eauaea 
producing,  82Sa. 

when  by  principal  a  breach  of  agmey  contract,  BS. 
Balea  of  real  eiUte,  112-148. 
Bancho  Faun  Verdict.  1003,  1070. 
Sanitarium,  SOO. 
Satisfactory  to  purchaser,  optica,  VtO. 

principal.  See  TEUca  of  GUle. 
Bchool  building,  827. 
Seopo  of  employment,  16,  £98,  621,  MO,  M4,  7S7,  MK. 

of  tha  peUtion,  1034. 
Seals  and  the  neceni^  for  their  use,  598. 
Secret  understanding,  221,  401. 

commission  paid  to  Tcndee's  agent,  401. 
Sceretly  employed,  ISe,  200,  201,  400. 

sacuring  new  term  to  himself,  broker  holds  aa  tmataa,  ZOt, 

leaming  price  of  property,  SOO. 
SecnritieB,  ZS7,  283,  287,  357,  403,  «30. 
Seenrity,  broker  may  be  responsible  for  tha  aufBciency  of,  220,  401. 

of  real  estate,  broker  effecting  loan  on,  533. 
"Sell,"  meaning  of  the  term,  18,  26,  328h,  557. 
Sequence  broken,  and  its  elfact,  448. 

tJerrant.    Person  to  flnd  purchaser,  when  not  a  broker  but  a,  8. 
Set  aside,  verdict  for  procuring  loan,  262. 
Sererable  contract  for  effecting;  an  exehaaga,  175, 

for  effecting  a  sale,  SOO,  HIS. 
Sharing  oommisiionB,  81,  201,  300,  30Q,  314,  SftC,  3S7,  8B8,  520,  522,  568, 

e32c,  eesa,  701,  sos. 

agreement  between  two  broken  therefor,  Imts  commiasicms,  S71. 

profits,  407. 
Sign  on  property  as  for  sale  by  agent,  42. 
"Signed,"  subaeribad  aqulvaleat  to,  78. 
Signature  of  principal  by  agent,  74,  75,  75,  77,  314. 
SilenM,  when  eqaiTalent  to  approTal,  24. 

when  it  does  not  ratify  an  nnauthoriced  act,  24. 
Silent  where  eridenoe  is  aa  to  prfrlous  sale*,  800. 
Skill,  broker -required  to  exercise  that  of  calling,  402. 
Snow  and  iet^  falhm  to  nmore  from  sidewalk,  591. 


[ReferenceB  ore  to  SACtlona.l 
South  Dakota,  contract  with  broker  to  sell  land  must  b«  in  irritiiig,  690. 
Specific  performance,  18,  205,  307a,  314,  462,  559,  572,  630,  718,  762. 
Speculate  off  of  his  princips.!,  broker  forbidden  to,  37. 
Stale  authoritj,  sale  under  will  not  be  Bpecifically  enforced,  18. 
i:^tntorf  commiasion^,  broker  charging  more  limited  to.  241. 
tSUtute  of  frauds,  10,  21,  34,  41,  S3a,  140,  140a,  404,  433,  433a,  492,  590, 

601a,  605,  606,  609,  663. 
of  limitations,  28,  286,  607,  838a. 
Statutes,  433,  600,  773,  1093. 

Stipulation  as  to  payment  of  eommiBsions,  657,  S70. 
Stock,  commisBions  pajable  in,  468,  480. 

broker  entitled  to  commission  from  sale  of,  1095. 
Sub-agents,  11,  11a,  lib,  24,  25,  26,  42,  79,  291,  300,  316,  317,  300,  390a, 

391,   392,   303,   394,   394a,   305,   306,   396a,   397,   397a,   397b,   398, 

497,  519,  620,  620a,  621,  022,  622a,  623,  624,  526,  557,  G58,  907. 

912. 
Bub-delegated,  acts  that  can  not  be,  fi. 
Sub-letting,  213. 

Subrogation,  when  vendor  not  entitled  to,  57S. 
Substitution,  power  unauthorizing,  26. 

of  contract  for  that  sued  on  defeats,  638. 
Suppoaitiona,  broker's  right  to  commission  not  affected  by  owner**,  68S. 
Survey,  18,  26,  339. 
Syndicate,  15,  28,  306,  406,  406,  464,  626,  607,  1000. 


Taxes,  41,  171,  529,  641,  642,  1085. 
Telegram  must  reach  owner,  when,  80,  81. 

broker  failing  to  name  purchaser  in,  530. 
Telegraph  company  not  agent  of  owner  as  to  notice,  80. 
Telephoning,  mistake  in,  444. 

Tenant,  agent  in  charge  of  real  estate  procuring,  entitled   to  recorer  on 
quantum  meritit,  510. 

broker  for  has  no  claim  on  IcMor  for  ciHnmisBion,  208. 

petition  to  recover  for  services  in  procuring,  660. 

where  tenant  and  owner  mnde  lease  broker  barred  commission,  214a. 

broker  entitled  to  commission  on  finding  satisfactorj,  221a. 
Tenants,  owner  liable  for  injuries  to  prospective,  347. 

lesBor'a  rights  not  affected  bj  broker's  secret  understanding  with,  221, 

in  common,  290,  407,  440. 

in  common,  interest  of,  64. 
Tender,  in  action  for  commisBionB  not  necessary  to  prove,  236. 

of  payment,  wbeo  necessary  must  be  shown,  657,  670. 

when  not  necessary,  436,  693,  625. 

on  broker  taking  title  to  land  purchased,  principal  may  tender  amount 
and  demand  deed,  595. 
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Time  of  the  eeeenee  of  the  contrect,  16,  26,  556. 

for  perfcMinuioe,  whether  waived,  a  question  for  the  jiirj,  919. 

whether  limit  placed  on,  a  question  for  jury,  922. 
eridenoe  of  length  of,  of  kuid  for  sale,  750. 
Title  papers,  eontraet  of  agency  ceases  on  deliTery  of,  14. 

owner  not  required  to  inform  broker  of  restrictions  in  chain  ot,  4S. 
abstract  of,  23,  32,  179,  226,  223a,  248,  260,  476a,  601,  634,  670,  697, 

612a,  999. 
defect  in  defeating  sale,  loan  or  ezehange,  12,  166,  223,  814»  466, 

469,  633,  636,  730a,  1071. 
nqipoeed  defect  in  defeating  sale,  637. 
principal  reeeiTing  good  to  property  exchanged,  162. 
eoBtraet  to  eimynj  not  suffleient  evidence  of,  169. 
or  interest  in  properties  exchanged,  broker  has  no^  172. 
•nit  for  clearing,  614,  614a,  609. 
TCserring  right  to  withdraw  if  found  defectire,  617. 
when  not  necessary  to  show  vendor  has  clear,  696. 
defect  in  defeating  loan,  223,  226,  248,  248a,  260. 
petition  for  commission  on  passing  of,  defective,  640. 
loan  refused  for  defective,  broker  not  entitled  to  commission,  223,  226. 
loan  refused  for  defective,  broker  entitled  to  commission,  St40. 
loan  refused  for  defective^  broker  to  recover  commission  must  prove^ 

240a. 
where  broker  undertook  to  examine,  liable  for  loss  from  unpaiil  mort- 
gage, 261. 
broker  knowing  defect  in,  can  not  himself  acquire,  346. 
unless  clothed  with  power  by  owner  no  one  can  transfer,  413. 
Title,  equitable,  311. 
cloud  on,  614. 

principal  securing  good,  invalidity  of  contract,  unavailing,  464. 
contract  drawn  to  bar  commission  in  case  of  defect  in,  469. 
customer  reserving  right  to  withdraw  if  defective,  if  «xercised,  bars 

commission,  617. 
time  given  to  examine,  14. 

payment  of  commissions  may  depend  on  transfer  of,  636,  696a. 
whether  principal  or  another  holds,  broker  entitled  to  commission, 

638. 
sale  defeated  by  want  of,  which  he  knew,  broker  not  entitled  to 

commission,  639. 
ignorance  of  contract  by  holder  of  record,  640. 

taken  by  agent,  principal  may  tender  amount  and  demand  deed,  695. 
when  not  necessary  for  broker  to  show  vendor  had  a  clear,  696. 
compensation  of  broker  due  on  breach  by  vendor,  although  postponed 

by  contract  till  title  passed,  636a. 
when  marketable  in  fee  simple  neceasaiy  to  give  broker  right  to 

commission,  6Mib. 
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Tort,  40,  298,  821,  847a,  414. 

TranBaeting  all  busmeaa,  agent  maj  collect  payment  of  note,  868. 

Transaction  not  in  fraud  of  plaintiif,  126. 

receipt  in  another  inadmissible,  184. 

consummation  of,  670. 

broker  acting  for  others  not  entitled  to  share  in,  888. 

concluded  without  aid  of  broker,  464. 
Trusts  and  trustees,  36,  37,  60,  208,  280,  288,  296,  296a,  814,  846,  869, 

404a,  676,  636. 
Trust  company  to  buy  and  sell  real  estate  not  a  broker,  8. 
Turpentine  rights,  fatal  variance,  878. 
Topical  cases  in  which  sub-agent  held  entitled  to  cimmmiiaion,  623. 

V 

Ultimate  facts  must  be  pleaded,  682. 

Unauthorized  condition,  broker  not  entitled  to  eommiMion  for  contract 
subject  to,  647. 

Unavailing  efforts  of  broker  do  not  entitle  to  compensation,  290,  648, 
668,  630. 

Uncertainty  of  identity,  must  be  established  by  eridenee,  881a» 

Unconscionable  demand,  amendment  to  set  up  refused,  667,  667a» 

Unconstitutionality  of  statute,  600. 

Undelegatable,  certain  acts  are^  4,  6. 

Understanding  contract  of  sale  by  principal  unimportant,  667. 

Undertaking.    See  Pebiobuahcb. 

Undisputed,  if  eridenee  on  any  given  fact  is,  court  should  io  instmet, 
939,  1044. 

Undisclosed  agreement  to  divide  commission  with  purchaser  does  not  bar 
right  to  commission,  646,  667* 
principal,  41,  279,  462,  688,  60L 

Undivided  interert»  68. 

Unenforceable,  where  broker  must  be  authorised  in  writing,  contract  with- 
out, 602,  603. 

Unezpert  witnesses,  evidence  of,  766. 

Unilateral  contracts,  20. 

Uninterrupted,  to  entitle  broker  to  commission  for  sale  negotiations  mast 
be,  644. 
negotiations  after  expiiation  of  time  entitled  broker  to  commission, 

667. 
Universal,  custom  or  usage  must  be  to  become  a  matter  of  law,  698. 
Unlawful  commissions,  sub-agent  denied  recovery  of,  622. 

that  which  is  contrary  to  law,  etc.,  669. 
Unlicensed  broker,  contract  by  not  absolutely  void,  604. 
Unsatisfactory,  if  any  of  the  terms  of  the  contract  be,  principal  should 

object  on  that  ground,  42. 
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Unsuccessful  negotiations  with  F.  and  9ale  by  owner  to  him  and  others, 

bars  commissiony  487. 
Usage.    See  Custom  and  Usage. 


V 

Vacant  property,  767. 

Vague,  broker  not  entitled  to  commission  for  contract  too,  for  enforce- 
ment, 551. 
Vagueness  of  terms  of  contract  immaterial,  if  minds  of  parties  met,  557. 
Values,  149,  185,  194,  196,  227,  228,  294,  416,  461,  558,  572,  615,  742,  754; 

762,  782,  785,  796,  798,  801,  811,  1045,  1076. 
Validity  of  sale,  when  purchaser  can  not  insist  upon,  314. 
Variances,  41,  307a,  409,  428,  428a,  428b,  515a,  515d,  531,  550,  587,  704a» 

874-887g,  938. 
Vendee.    See  Pubchabeb. 

Vendor,  40,  41,  73,  143,  290,  374,  401,  420b,  436,  531. 
Verbal  contract  for  sale  of  land,  no  rights  in  equity  out  of,  589. 
Verdicts,  252,  1046,  1054-1064,  1065a,  1065b,  1075b. 
Vested  remainder,  broker  procuring  purchaser  on  different  terms  f or,  barred 

commissions,  548. 
Village,  authority  to  borrow  money,  281,  328o. 
Violation  of  instructions  warranted  terminating  agency,  16,  290. 

action  by  principal  for  damages  for,  299. 

by  sub-agent,  395. 
Voidable,  deed  not  void  but,  572. 

Void,  broker  procuring  contract  to  be,  if  first  payment  fails,  not  entitled 
to  commission,  549. 

where  contract,  by  statute  of  frauds,  broker  barred  oommission,  433. 

contract  by  unlicensed  broker  not  absolutely,  604. 

Bee  also  Nuix  and  Void. 
Voluntary  payment  by  defrauded  party,  no  defense  to  agent,  693b. 
Volunteers,  443,  466. 

W 

Waiver.    See  also  Acquieboencb. 

of  tenant's  privilege  of  renewal  binds  principal,  206. 

of  performance,  14,  23,  515,  515b,  515d.  515e,  516f. 

by  failure  to  object  to  amended  answer,  667a. 

of  notice  by  principal,  361. 

of  variance  in  contract  by  acquiescence,  460,  615ay  516dy  615e. 

of  tender,  625. 

a  question  for  the  jury,  919. 


Warranty,  power  to  sell  and  convey  inclndes  power  to  give,  28,  38Sk,  4IT. 

in  other  States  the  power  miut  b«  Bpecifieall}r  conferred,  418. 

of  autboritf,  39,  300,  328n,  6*9. 
Washington,  State  of,  contract  with  broker  to  sell  land  mnst  be  in  writ- 
ing, 690. 
Wihole  value  of  property,  broker  entitled  to  commiesion  upon,  185. 

price,  tender  o(  by  pwrchaeer,  657. 
Widow's  man  of  bnsineas.  fair  dealing  of  impeached,  £9. 
Wife  and  husband,  3U,  51,  314,  454,  774,  82S,  908,  1022,  1057. 
Withdraw,  where  right  to  exercised,  broker  barred  commission,  634. 
Withdrawal  of  broker's  authority  to  aell,  deed  not  a,  57. 

of  land  from  sale,  under  contract  entitled  broker  to  commiMion,  120, 
652. 

of  land  from  sale,  contract  to  pay  commission  upon  strictly  con- 
strued, 6S6. 

of  case  from  the  jury,  636a. 

and  sale  by  owner,  in  good  faith,  bars  broker's  commission,  17,  653. 

before  contract,   optionis  with  such,  liberty   do   not  entitle  broker   to 
commisBion,  05. 

by  purchaser  after  conunisalon  paid  to  broker,  principal  cannot  re- 
cover, 564. 

sale  by  owner  after,  error  to  submit  to  jury,  917. 
Will,  6,  34. 
Witnesses,  where  instrument  to  be  executed  require!  two,  power  must 

have  qame  number,  20. 
Words  and  phrases. 

"Abf)ey  Ranch,"  6E0. 

"ability,"  1132   (122). 

"able,"  680a. 

"accepted,"  587.  . 

"advertisement,"  561. 

"agent,"  3a. 

"all  right,  go  ahead,"  1132  (71). 

"amount,"   1123. 

"any  trade,"  527. 

"as  to  loans  made  by  ua,"  62. 

"bargain,"  1132  (64). 

"bringing  the  'selln  and  purchaser  togetiier,"  33. 

"broker."  7, 

"brokerage,"  8a. 

"changed  by  mutual  agreement,"  t047g  (16). 

"complete,"  1047h  (15). 

"contributed,"  1047h  (T). 

"divide,"  1086. 

"drunkenncas,"  60. 
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Words  and  phimaei — Comtimmed. 
"earnert  money/'  1132  (3ff). 
"efficient  cause/'  1047f  (29). 
••entire/'  1047g  (7). 
•*ezchange/'  1182  (104). 
*'exehiaiTe  agency,"  IS. 
**for  and  on  behalf,"  58. 
''get  an  offer,"  12. 
••hiring  oontraet,"  1047g  (60). 
••immediately,"  ffSO. 
••in  any  erent/'  307b. 
••in  full  settlement."  502. 
-intents"  1047g  (IS), 
-influence/'  1132  (127). 
-irrcTocable/'  le. 
••known,"  4M. 
••list,"  1117. 

••my  property,"  48  Eldridge  Courts  59. 
•*my  real  and  personal  estate,"  26. 
••negotiate,"  18,  464,  1047h  (20),  1082. 
"net  cash,"  486. 

'net  rental/'  171,  1132  (64). 

•offer,"  446. 
••pecuniarily  able,"  1130. 

•placed  in  the  hands  of,"  867. 

•prime  cause,"  1047g  (23). 

•procured,"  1047g  (21). 

•procuring  cause,"  1047f  (20). 
••real  estate  and  note  broker,"  87. 

•sale,"  121,  1182  (80). 
••sell/'  18,  26,  328h,  867a,  667,  1132  (80). 

'sell,  giTing  abstract,"  1182  (82) 

*sell,  in  the  principal's  nmme^"  1182  (66,  66). 
••showing,"  667. 
••sold,"  446,  1112. 
••solicit,"  1006a. 
-subscribed,"  78. 
-taxes,"  1086. 
•'this  week,"  677. 
-timber,"  1127. 

••title  to  the  satisfaction  of  purehasar,"  1126. 
-to  get  a  deal,"  466,  667. 

••upon  consummation  of  exchange  within  24  hours,"  1132  (110)* 
••upon  the  terms  named,"  1132  (109). 
-when  the  sale  is  consummated,"  1132  (98). 


••i 
••< 

•1 

"1 

••l 

"1 

"1 
••i 

•'I 

••i 

-I 


Writinfb  ocatrMt  to  di^de  eommlniona  must  ba  In,  79. 

contract  for  tha  akJm  of  tMl  estate  in  many  BtatM  need  not  be  in,  41S. 

eontrmet  Iiiring  ancUoneer  n«ed  not  be  in,  SOS. 

eoDtraet  nqolred  to  b«  in,  withont  nnanforoeable,  602. 

action  «0  ieUnto  maintainable  cm  parol  omtraet,  79d. 

contract  between  agmt  and  rab  need  not  be  in,  SSSl 

cmitraet  between  bndcen  to  ahare  conuniHion  need  not  be  in,  SSSa. 

contract  of  emploTment  of  broker  or  middleman  mnat  be  la,  602a. 

contract  to  purcliaie  land  not  required  to  be  in,  SOSa. 
Written  cimtract,   broker  authoriced  to  make,   can  not  make   oral,   3<8, 
411a. 

necesaarj,  failing  to  eliow,  rest  imtnaterial,  84T< 
Written  instromenta,  alteratione  in,  29S. 

conatmction  of  for  the  ooart,  Wt. 
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Advances,  sale  of  building  lots,  vendor  to  make,  32. 
Agency,  exclusive  for  Che  sale  of  realty,  3,  4. 
Agreement  for  purchase  of  farm  land,  16,  16. 

for  sale  of  land,  12,  13,  14. 

to  be  signed  by  purchaser  at  auction,  28. 
Attorney,  powers  of,  8,  9. 
Auction,  agreement  to  be  signed  by  auctioneer,  29. 

agreement  to  be  signed  by  purchaser,  28. 

C 

Conditional  sale,  agreement  for,  24. 

D 

Dwelling  house,  agreement  for  sale  and  purchase  of,  18. 

E 

Exchange  of  lands,  agreement  for,  30,  31,  33. 

F 

Fruit,  agreement  for  sale  of  crop  of,  38. 

6 

Grass,  agreement  for  sale  of  crop  of,  36. 

I 

Instalments,  agreement  for  purchase  by,  16. 

L 

Lease-clause,  agreement  for  sale  with,  23. 
Leasehold  or  fee  simple,  contract  of  sale  of,  20. 
Listing  of  property  with  agent  for  sale,  1,  2. 


[Beferences  sre  to  numbere] 
Loan,  emplo;went  of  agent  to  secore,  7. 
Lot,  agreement  for  sale  of  building,  2S,  32. 

agreement  for  «ile  of  in  weekly  paymenta,  17. 

M 

llortgage,  agreement  to  purcbaae  subject  to,  IB. 
where  part  of  purchase  price  to  b^  21. 

N 

Nuiaancea,  agreement  for  sale  of  land  with  proriaicm  against,  14. 


Purchase  money,  agreement  that  purcbaaer  withhold  part  of,  20. 

of  farm  land,  agreement  for,  IS. 
Purchaser,  contract  to  procure,  0. 


B 

Receipt  for  deposit  bj  purcbaaer,  27. 


Sale  of  realty,  contract  for,  6,  10,  11,  12,  13,  14,  16,  10,  17,  18,  10,  S 
21,  22,  23,  24,  2S,  20,  32. 


Timber,  agreement  for  sale  of  standing,  34. 

Title,  purchaser  to  retain  part  of  purchase  money  until  removal  of  de- 
fect in,  26. 


